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The purpose of this study was to deconstruct the communication that occurs in the 
post-observation conference in music teacher evaluation. If music teachers and evaluators 
are to communicate effectively, demonstrate and assess various dimensions of music 
teaching, accurately judge the professional qualities and pedagogical actions of music 
teachers, and apply such judgements in measuring music teacher effectiveness, then the 
beliefs, thoughts, words, actions, habits, and values of those music teachers and 
evaluators must be appropriately and deeply understood.  
This study utilized aspects of ethnography and critical discourse analysis in 
examining the dialogue between sets of ensemble directors and their evaluators in the 
context of music teacher evaluation. The primary theoretical foundation of this study 
flows from James Paul Gee’s writings on the theory and practice of discourse analysis. 
Thus, I examined the attributes of discourse among evaluators and music teacher dyads 
and the means by which significance, social goods, and relationships shaped the music 
teacher evaluation process. 
 The results indicated the language-in-use during the post-observation conferences 
in the music teacher evaluation process shaped the nature and quality of communication 
 
 vii 
between music teachers and their evaluators. Music teachers and evaluators used 
language to indicate significance through repetition of and/or direct statements of 
importance. The results did not indicate any discrepancies on the situated meanings of 
terms associated with interpretation of the rubric when applied to the band rehearsal. 
Social goods, such as growth in band enrollment, teacher rating, and pay, were 
exchanged within the verbal and written discourse, or implied within the communication 
process itself. Relationships were more difficult to detect through the verbal language of 
the evaluative conferences. However, nonverbal clues during post-observation 
conferences offered insight into the type of relationship that had been built or was in 
place, and it was noted that the nonverbal language, such as eye contact and posture, 
reflected the quality of communication in these music teacher evaluation conferences. 
The importance of this study rests within the context of understanding the role of 
communication in music teacher evaluations. 
Keyword phrases: critical discourse analysis, music teacher supervision, teacher 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
“Your beliefs become your thoughts, Your thoughts become your words, 
Your words become your actions, Your actions become your habits, 
Your habits become your values, Your values become your destiny.1” 
        
Communication, the act of using and interpreting words, signs, and behaviors to 
exchange information, is the key to understanding human interaction. Music teacher 
evaluation is a human interaction that includes such communication and in which one or 
more people in the process have something to gain or lose. If music teachers and 
evaluators are to communicate effectively, if they are to demonstrate and assess various 
dimensions of music teaching, and if evaluators are to accurately judge the professional 
qualities and pedagogical actions of a music teacher and apply such judgements in 
measuring a music teacher’s effectiveness, then the beliefs, thoughts, words, actions, 
habits, and values of those music teachers and evaluators must be appropriately and 
deeply understood.  
Problem 
Teacher evaluation is the process of assessing a teacher’s ability to teach and 
measuring the effectiveness of their teaching whereby data are used for teacher 
improvement (Marzano, 2012). A local school administrator is typically responsible for 
evaluating a music teacher, which the administrator accomplishes by observing the 
                                               
1 This quote is often attributed to Mahatma Gandhi, however, there is no substantive 




teacher in the classroom or rehearsal using some type of evaluative instrument or set of 
rubrics. The number, frequency, and timing of the observations can vary and can occur 
with or without a teacher’s prior knowledge of the observation time or date.  
A variety of concerns exist among music educators regarding the purpose, 
validity, fairness, structure of the evaluative tools, and the implementation of the process 
of music teacher evaluation (Bernard 2010; Goddard, 2004; Guerra, 2014; Martin, 2014). 
The procedure for evaluating music teachers, or other specialty subjects, usually lacks 
specification in tasks and the benefit of an expert in the content area, possibly resulting in 
inadequate feedback for teacher development, and, thus, inadequate reporting of music 
teacher performance/quality (Doerksen, 2006; Hill & Grossman, 2013; Overland, 2014).  
Several other themes emerge regarding the perceptions of music educators on 
issues surrounding music teacher evaluation. Among them include concern over the 
structure, models, and roles of administrators in an evaluation process, the effectiveness 
of the evaluation process when the evaluator’s level of expertise is in question, and the 
generic nature of current evaluation models (Beaver, 2002; Doerksen, 2006; Guerra, 
2014; Hirokawa, 2013; Robinson, 2014).  
Critical discourse analysis (CDA) is one possible means of better understanding 
the communication that occurs within the music teacher evaluation process and 
improving the process by addressing the concerns and perceptions involved. As both a 
theory and a method, it can be utilized to define, construe, and elucidate the relationship 
between language in societal relationship and the relations between that discourse and 




with a general analysis of languages is considered Critical Discourse Analysis: therefore, 
it could be useful in analyzing the nature and quality of communication between a music 
teacher and evaluator (Gee, 2011a; Rogers, 2004).  
CDA allows for the analysis of language-in-use in a particular setting. According 
to Merrit (2012), “Discourse analysis (and in particular, conversation analysis) focuses on 
the examination of texts and language to show both how language is used and to learn 
about deeper, unarticulated structures and relationships in human communication” (p. 
27). Discourse analysis encourages resolute commitment to interventionism into social 
practice that promotes change and empowerment, and that produces practical tools 
(Blommaert & Bulcaen, 2000, p. 449), which appears relevant to the study of music 
teacher evaluation.  
There are several approaches to CDA (Rogers, 2004), and each approach may 
reach similar conclusions (Gee, 2011a). Rogers (2004) proposed that Gee’s CDA 
approach offers a way to not only investigate and describe the written and spoken 
language that occurs within the music teacher evaluation process, but it also allows for an 
explanation, or interpretation, which sets it apart from other analytical methods (p. 2). 
Gee’s approach allows for rumination of the idea that language is used to build one’s 
understanding of things in the world and to enact certain practices, identities, and 
relationships in social settings that are inherently political (pp. 17–20). Gee’s approach 
includes six theoretical tools that he called “tools of inquiry” (p. 150) and seven “building 
tasks” used to examine discourse to determine how language is used to build meaning 




of the building tasks and tools of inquiry in Gee’s approach may provide better clarity of 
the nature and quality of communication within the context of music teacher evaluation. 
It may also allow for deeper definition, interpretation, and, above all, understanding of 
what individuals are saying, doing, and being through language in the context of music 
teacher evaluation.  
In examining the language-in-use of any interaction, Gee’s discourse analysis 
uses tools to investigate how language is used to build meaning and understanding. (Gee, 
2011a). The model incorporates seven tools of inquiries and six building tasks which 
create a total of 42 possible questions to ask about any piece of data. However, the author 
stated that true discourse analysis deals only with a portion of the questions (p. 122). In 
this study, the tools of inquiry that were utilized included: 
• Discourse, which encompasses not just the language but the beliefs, actions, 
interactions, feelings, and nonverbal cues of the speaker. 
• Situated meanings, or words that have both a general meaning and a specific 
meaning within a certain context, and  
• Figured World, which describes a picture of what is considered typical or 
normal. 
The building tasks utilized in this study include: 
• Significance, or a consideration of how language is used to value or devalue 
things. 
• Politics (Social Goods), the building task which considers how language is used 




• Relationship, which considers how language is used to build, sustain, or change a 
relationship. 
In the context of music teacher evaluation, the evaluation rubric, as well as the 
conversational exchange between the music teacher and evaluator, can offer valuable 
insight into how discourse influences what is being said and done throughout the music 
teacher evaluation process. This examination could yield a description of both the 
similarities and differences between evaluator’s and music teachers’ interpretation and 
perception of the discourse within the process. Therefore, critical discourse analysis 
(CDA), which allows for the analysis of written and spoken language within an 
interaction, is a valid lens for examining or analyzing the language occurring within the 
music teacher evaluation.  
Purpose and Research Questions 
The purpose of this study is to analyze and describe the communication that 
occurs within the context of the music teacher evaluation process through the 
investigation of the language-in-use. Utilizing a critical discourse analysis approach, this 
study explores the nature and quality of the discourse between evaluators and music 
teachers—specifically within the context of teacher/evaluator identity, evaluative and 
pedagogical practices, and teacher–administrator relationships. I addressed the following 
research questions: 
1. How are situated meanings, figured worlds, and discourses used to build 




2. How are situated meanings, figured worlds, and discourses used in the 
exchange of social goods in the music teacher evaluation process?  
3. How are situated meanings, figured worlds, and discourses used in building 
the relationships in the music teacher evaluation process?  
Rationale 
The greater demand for teacher accountability linked to pay for performance for 
music teachers justifies the need for better communication in the music teacher 
evaluation process. Teachers have a stake in preserving their jobs, their self-respect, and 
their sense of efficacy (Darling-Hammond, 1983); therefore, ensuring that members of 
the music profession are evaluated fairly and precisely is vital to the future of the music 
profession (Overland, 2014). Likewise, administrators have a stake in preserving quality 
staff for school accountability. The analysis of the communication within the music 
teacher evaluation process has important implications. Therefore, a clearer description 
and understanding of the intentions of the evaluation process is needed. 
Music teacher evaluations are navigated according to certain regulations or 
agreements as outlined in the policy discourse and determine who has or has not acted 
within the expected norm (Gee, 2011a). However, defining what is normal is also an 
outcome of one’s Discourse, which is built through beliefs, thoughts, words, actions, and 
habits and is influenced by one’s figured world. Teacher evaluation systems include 
observation rubrics, the language which conveys the knowledge teachers should have and 
be able to demonstrate through practice (Caughlan & Jiang, 2014, p. 375). As a result, the 




is used to suggest or build significance and to communicate valued practices while 
simultaneously implying those that are not valued. In order to better assess and identify 
the practices of effective music teaching, evaluators and teachers must have a shared 
understanding of the discourse associated with music teacher evaluation, including 
general and situated meanings. Therefore, because teacher evaluation systems include 
discourse, and this discourse is used to evaluate a music teacher’s content knowledge and 
practices within the classroom rehearsal setting to assess their effectiveness, then 
analyzing the discourse within the music teacher evaluation process could prove 
beneficial in promoting a clearer description of the intentions of the evaluation process, 
resulting in more accurate and fair assessments of a music teacher’s effectiveness in the 
classroom.  
Competing and often contradictory educational identities or roles occur often in 
educational policy (Thomas, 2005). In the context of the music teacher evaluation 
process, the roles of the participants may be contradictory within themselves as well. For 
example, administrators’ roles are to evaluate and rate the effectiveness of the music 
teacher (measuring), but also to assist the music teacher with improving those skills 
(developing) (Marzano, 2012). This contradiction could affect how the music teacher-
evaluator relationship is perceived or enacted. The language of the policy, or the 
language exchanged within the process, could imply a specific relationship to be enacted 
within the music teacher evaluation process. An inaccurate perception of the relationship 
on the part of either participant could lead to unrecognized tensions (Gee, 2011a) 




worlds. According to Gee (2011a, 2011b), language is used to build (create) or destroy 
relationships and signal the type of relationship that exists (or is desired), and the process 
is mutual. Therefore, an investigation into the identities enacted and perception of the 
relationship(s) being sustained (or harmed) within the context of the music teacher 
evaluation could be valuable in providing a clearer description of the evaluation process 
between the participants of a high-stakes process. 
Regardless of the level of communication, there are social goods at stake in the 
music teacher evaluation process. Gee (2011a) stated:  
Social goods are potentially at stake any time we speak or write so as to state or 
imply that something or someone is “adequate,” “normal,” “good,” or 
“acceptable,” (or the opposite) in some fashion important to some group in 
society or society as a whole. (p. 19) 
Music teachers have a stake in keeping their jobs. They have a stake in their sense of 
efficacy and self-respect (Darling-Hammond, 1983). Similarly, an understanding of the 
social goods involved in the music teacher evaluation process is relevant to the 
administrator as personnel decisions, merit pay, school accountability, and even teacher 
reputation is tied to the process. Gee calls these concerns “politics” and describes them as 
any “situation where social goods or the distribution of social goods are at stake,” and a 
“social good” is “anything a person or group in society wants and values” such as status, 
money, or respect (Gee, 2011a, pp. 210–211). The written language of the evaluation 
policy mandates social goods to give or take away, such as hiring or firing. The language 




the use of a rating or merit pay scale. Thus, the language-in-use within the context of the 
music teacher evaluation process could be instrumental in understanding how both music 
teachers and evaluators perceive the purpose and value of the evaluative process.  
The purpose of music teacher evaluation is to assess a music teacher’s 
effectiveness but also provide feedback for improvement. Previous research indicates 
some disparities among music teachers over the validity, fairness, design, and purpose of 
the process (Bernard 2010; Goddard & Haack, 2004; Darling-Hammond, 2013; Guerra & 
Thompson, 2014; Martin et al., 2014). The process for evaluating music teachers usually 
lacks specification in tasks and the benefit of an expert in the area of music resulting in 
inadequate feedback for teacher development and possibly inadequate reporting of 
teacher performance/quality (Darling-Hammond, 2013). If evaluation is to be effective 
for music educators, researchers indicate the tasks must be defined clearly, and evaluators 
need to have knowledge in the subject area discourse of the music teacher. (Brophy, 
1995; Doerksen, 2006). In other words, specification of the information exchanged within 
the process of music teacher evaluation could potentially reduce the disparities among 
music teachers, improve the effectiveness and accuracy of the rating, and provide for 
more useful feedback. 
With a clearer description of the aims outlined within the discourse of the 
evaluation process, it is possible that music teachers and evaluators could collaborate in 
the music teacher evaluation process more effectively. With informed communication, 
the music teacher could make suggestions for improving the design and structure of 




knowledgeable dialogue, the evaluator could provide the music teacher with valuable, 
usable feedback and a more accurate reporting of the music teacher’s performance 
effectiveness. With learned discourse, both music teacher and evaluator could enter the 
process with a better understanding of the role each plays, how that affects what is being 





CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The purpose of this study is to analyze and describe the communication that 
occurs within the context of the music teacher evaluation process using critical discourse 
analysis. The following literature review first includes an examination of the principles of 
communication within teacher evaluation in general, feedback in music teacher 
evaluation, and general versus subject-specific communication within the music teacher 
evaluation process. Finally, communication within music teacher evaluation and the use 
of critical discourse analysis to describe and interpret the exchange of information are 
examined.  
Principles of Communication 
Communication can be defined as “a transactional process in which people 
generate meaning through the exchange of verbal and nonverbal messages in specific 
contexts, influenced by individual and societal forces and embedded in culture” (Alberts 
et al., 2012, p. 9). Communication is the “process of sharing ideas, information, and 
messages with others in a particular time and place” (Mallet-Hamer, 2005, p. 1). Scholars 
in the area of communication define it as the method by which people interactively 
generate or develop, sustain, and manage meaning of that which is communicated 
(Dainton & Zelley, 2011).  
There are two types of communication: formal and informal. Within these types 
there are different mediums. The first is verbal, which can be spoken or written; it 
involves a writer and a reader, or a speaker and a listener. The second is nonverbal 




silence. There are additional aspects to consider when examining communication within 
an organization. One aspect is direction—whether the flow of information comes from a 
superior to a subordinate (downward) or vice versa (upward). 
A primary part of the interactive world of a teacher involves the communication 
that occurs between a teacher and their immediate supervisor, especially in the evaluation 
process. Yet, the research in the area of teacher–supervisor communication is limited. As 
early as 1970, Blumberg identified a lack of research focused on the topic of 
understanding the interactions between supervisor and teacher (p. 91), and ten years later 
Jones (1980) determined that the research on communication in education primarily 
addressed the teacher–student interaction more than teacher–supervisor interaction. 
Although lessons learned from this line of research that focuses on the teacher–student 
interaction could be valuable in studying the interaction between teacher and 
administrator, more research specifically focused on the communication between teachers 
and supervisors is needed. Additionally, the framework of teacher evaluation is important 
to understand when examining the communication between supervisor and teacher within 
the context. 
Communication and Teacher Evaluation 
In order to analyze and describe the communication that occurs within the context 
of the teacher evaluation process, an understanding of communication, especially that 
which occurs in the workplace in general, must be considered. Basic elements of 
communication exist in any exchange of messages; therefore, they are certainly a part of 




feedback, and any subsequent action plan of a teacher evaluation requires effective 
communication among all the individuals involved. Additionally, a common 
understanding must exist for all the written communication included in the documents 
that dictate the policies and procedures of the teacher evaluation process. Likewise, 
feedback must be clearly articulated and received. In order to have an effective level of 
communication, supervisors and teachers should be aware of all the elements of 
communication that operate in an interaction (Jones, 1980).  
One of the elements of teacher–supervisor communication to consider is 
communication in the workplace. In 2013, Keyton et al. completed a two-part study and 
found over 300 communication behaviors that typically occur in the workplace. These are 
behaviors that begin a sequence of actions or exchanges or are used in combination 
toward development (or regression). Keyton and associates narrowed their study to focus 
on 163 of those verbal communication behaviors that fell in line with the foundational 
assumption of such behaviors. Those assumptions outlined communication behaviors as 
being functional in nature, goal-directed, interactive, and learnable, socially formed, 
jointly agreed upon, and directly observable. They found that among the top 10 
communication skills found in workplace dialogue that included active listening, two-
way dialogue, suggesting, requesting, and giving feedback, and questioning were 
common occurrences. Certainly, these are common conversational interactions to be 
found within the teacher evaluation process.  
Communication during or surrounding job evaluation is also a common type of 




evaluation between teacher and student with the purpose being to find any breakdowns 
encountered in the didactic communication, which affect the impartiality of the 
evaluation (p. 55). Rafaila (2015) stated that “the functioning of evaluation, the 
achievement of its goals and pedagogical functions largely depend on the characteristics 
of communication” (p. 54). Rafaila found that evaluation between teacher and student 
needed to conform to certain requirements such as a level of comfort for the students, 
encouragement of students to speak up about process or results, and/or respect of the 
verbal code of the students in order to be effective. The teacher evaluation is reflective of 
the dyad in his study because it involves the administrator and teacher in similar roles, 
one being the evaluator and the other being the evaluated. Therefore, the ideas presented 
in Rafaila’s study can also be applied to the teacher evaluation process. The effectiveness 
of any teacher evaluation process depends largely on the characteristics of 
communication. If breakdowns occur in the communication process between music 
teachers and their evaluators, the objectivity of the evaluation may be affected. The 
communication in teacher evaluation begins with a shared understanding of the process 
and the ability of both to be able to articulate clear concerns and goals and feel 
comfortable doing so. It concludes with feedback on how the teacher can improve. 
Feedback in the Evaluation Process 
Feedback offered to teachers concerning their performance has been shown as an 
indispensable means of communication between the teacher and the observer (Getzlaf et 
al., 2009). The goal of feedback is to increase teacher effectiveness and improve 




responses teachers had to the feedback received from principals after classroom 
observations. Kelly suggested that feedback offered through the evaluation process was 
intended to consist of open dialogue and reflection between teacher and administrator, 
and the improvement process for teachers would be hindered if open dialogue and 
reflection did not occur. The study included an investigation into how teachers 
responded, why they responded the way they did, differences in verbal and behavioral 
responses, and whether or not academic discipline or years of experience affected the 
teachers’ response to the feedback. The data indicated that teachers’ behavior changed, or 
they considered a behavior change when principal feedback appeared to recommend or 
encourage a change in behavior was app (p. 138). Additionally, findings revealed that 
teachers preferred written feedback over verbal, which allowed them time to read, 
internalize, and interpret the information and formulate a response—which they also 
preferred to do in written format (Kelly, 2014, p. 139). Kelly further argued that 
conversation held between the observer and the teacher after the classroom observation 
can encourage and increase shared understandings of the numerous aspects of the 
observation/feedback process and potentially build stronger relationships among 
educators and observers. This indicates that an examination of the feedback provided in 
the post-observation conference of music teacher evaluation could be vital to the 
improvement of the teacher–administrator relationships and therefore teachers’ reception 
to feedback.  
Once teachers receive feedback, it is important to understand what is or can be 




teachers was presented and utilized Indeed, dialogue and understanding of the aspects of 
the observation and feedback process is beneficial and essential for teacher success 
specifically because administrators make employment decisions and professional growth 
plans for teachers through the evaluation process annually. It is part of any successful 
assessment plan (Feeney, 2007). However, the function and definition of quality 
feedback, how it supports teacher’s instruction, and how, if at all, feedback can help build 
a stronger relationship between administrators and teachers in a way that improves the 
effectiveness of the teaching remains unclear. It was suggested by Feeney that a structure 
that included reflective questions would contribute to more quality feedback. It was also 
suggested that the feedback needed to be focused in order to be meaningful enough to 
improve teaching. Feeney concluded that if an evaluation is not discussed and reflected 
on, it is meaningless. Therefore, feedback, if communicated openly and reflectively, 
could improve teachers’ effectiveness and may help build stronger teacher–administrator 
relationships, resulting in more effective evaluations.  
Nonverbal Communication 
The transactional interaction in the teacher evaluation process occurs in multiple 
phases, structures, and mediums. This allows many opportunities for the occurrence of 
clarity or for much miscommunication or misinterpretation. The addition of nonverbal 
behaviors, if misaligned, can create tension between the evaluator and teacher. 
Ultimately, due to the high-stakes nature of teacher evaluation, this tension can cause 
hesitancy and uncertainty in the communication process, or perhaps instill a lack of 




to, discuss, and understand feedback, from the perspective of both the teacher and 
administrator, is an important element of the communication process. By analyzing the 
elements of basic communication that occur in the exchange, it is possible to identify 
patterns and behaviors and alter them in order to improve the perceived effectiveness of 
the procedures, the evaluators, and the teachers.  
Exploring the nonverbal communication and behavior between supervisors and 
subordinates, Brown (2014) argued that elements of nonverbal communication have 
significant consequences in organizational settings. Because nonverbal communication 
and behaviors, according to Brown (2014), can include deliberate or inadvertent bodily 
communication, such as facial expression or tone of voice, the interpretation of nonverbal 
interactions can cause others to react or respond. The focus of the study centered on 
posture or positioning to explore whether unconscious nonverbal behavior patterns 
between supervisors and subordinate existed. Utilizing content analysis, narrative 
analysis, and the codified system of Laban Movement analysis, made it possible to 
subjectively and objectively interpret nonverbal behavior, allowing the researcher to 
identify the presence or absence of postural synchrony and determine whether or not the 
participants could notice or describe such behavior (Brown, 2014).  
The results of the Brown study indicated that postural synchrony was apparent in 
all the dyads, and there was evidence of imbalanced and hierarchical relationships. Power 
inequality was also evident in the verbal and nonverbal behavior patterns of supervisors 
and subordinates. Furthermore, an examination of how each member of the interaction 




patterns within the supervisor subordinate dyad. This is an important and relevant find for 
this study because a theory of CDA is that relationship and power affect the interpretation 
of any discourse. (Gee, 2011a).  
Researchers must investigate multiple channels of communications and study the 
interactions (Binsfrahm, 2014). Binsfrahm (2014) indicated it is difficult to isolate 
nonverbal behavior because the messages sent and received are often unconscious and 
unintentional making it difficult to recognize what is often unintentional. However, 
Brown (2014) considered only one channel of communication—that of simultaneous, 
nonverbal actions between the supervisor and subordinate. Isolation of nonverbal 
behavior presents a challenge for interpreting and understanding how nonverbal 
communication affects the supervisor–subordinate interaction. According to the 
principles of nonverbal communication, nonverbal communication can be made 
intentional, which suggests that increased awareness of the nonverbal signals of self and 
others could lead a supervisor or even a subordinate to intentionally respond by 
controlling their own nonverbal behaviors.  
Generalized versus Subject-Specific Vocabulary 
If the definition of communication outlined in this chapter is taken into 
consideration, we can see that communication in music teacher evaluation occurs in 
written and verbal medium—through job descriptions, evaluation documents and 
protocols, and feedback from evaluators—and through nonverbal means. A preliminary 
review of the limited literature regarding communication in music teacher evaluation 




current evaluation models is one of the consistent concerns for music educators. The 
literature on music teacher evaluation in general indicates there is tension, hesitancy, and 
uncertainty in the process that has resulted in a lack of confidence in the validity and 
reliability of the process among music teachers. (Clementson et al., 2016; Brophy, 1995; 
Darling-Hammond, 2013; Doerksen, 2006). The source of this disquietude seems to be 
the perception of inadequate, undefined communication resulting in a meaningless 
evaluation process for music teachers. Furthermore, although there is a national call for 
teacher accountability through teacher evaluation, there has been no national uniformity 
in the evaluative instrument or process of evaluation of music teachers (Collins, 1996). 
This section is a review of the literature surrounding the communication elements of 
generalized vocabulary, subject-specific characteristics, and evaluator expertise is 
reviewed. 
Evaluation of teachers serves two purposes according to Marzano (2012). The 
first purpose of teacher evaluation is the measurement of teacher effectiveness. The 
second purpose is the development of the teachers’ craft. However, Marzano argued that 
those are two different purposes with different implications. Measuring a teacher and 
developing a teacher would require different evaluation systems. Models designed to 
measure a teacher’s skillset would contain fewer elements than that of a model designed 
to focus on teacher growth; therefore, understanding and clearly identifying the purpose 
of the evaluation is an important step in the effectiveness of the communication within 
the evaluation process. 




be stated, and all parties must agree upon that statement and the intent of it. In other 
words, it must be clearly conveyed and interpreted by all parties. Both researchers and 
teachers have confronted the assumed ‘generic’ competencies (Taebel, 1990a). In many 
districts, the job description for music teachers is generic and intended to be applied to 
teachers of all subjects and levels. Taebel suggested “many teachers are concerned about 
the applicability of generic competencies to music teaching” (p. 50). Furthermore, the 
teacher evaluation systems are generic in nature, and identify only generic competencies. 
Doerksen (2006) indicated a need for subject-specific observation tools for music teacher 
evaluation. Hill & Grossman (2013) shared a similar sentiment and argued that the 
subject-specific observation instrument can provide tangible guidance on desirable 
teaching practices within a subject area. Therefore, the identification of desired teaching 
practices could improve the effectiveness of the communication within teacher evaluation 
and music teacher evaluation.  
In order to effectively evaluate desirable teaching practices, they must be clearly 
defined and identified. Danielson (2011) suggested, “A good system of teacher 
evaluation must answer four questions: How good is good enough? Good enough at 
what? How do we know? And who should decide?” (p. 35). Answering those questions 
efficiently requires a reliable, consistent, shared understanding of the definition of terms 
by everyone involved in the process to determine if what was heard or read was 
interpreted the same by all parties. Additionally, once clearly defined and identified, 
everyone involved should have a clear understanding of what it looks like in a given 




understanding requires communication and is, therefore, an important aspect of this 
study. If the purpose of teacher evaluation is both to measure and develop a teacher, but 
the terms and conditions as defined are interpreted differently by both teacher and 
evaluator, then the process will be ineffective. Likewise, if the questions suggested by 
Danielson remain unanswered or undefined, assessment or feedback could be arbitrary or 
irrelevant. Therefore, identifying the characteristics of subject-specific teaching practices 
would be beneficial to the overall effectiveness of teacher evaluation. 
In addition to a clear definition of desirable teaching practices, there are subject- 
specific practices that should be recognizable and clear. In 1995, Brophy asserted that 
many teacher evaluation models were too generic in nature. Such teacher assessment 
models promulgate the notion that all subjects are taught the same way. The vocabulary 
of many evaluation models lacks differentiation in the area of educator experience levels 
and do not include factors of the teaching and learning environment that affect student 
success in addition to teacher capacity, such as low-income schools or class size. Brophy 
(1995) added that evaluators who were untrained in the subject area often administered 
the models, suggesting that training for evaluators in music should be an important 
consideration in the evaluation process in order to interpret the vocabulary more 
adequately. Thus, administrators should have a clear definition of subject-area practices, 
particularly if they differ from general classrooms. 
The benefit of having an expert in the area of music complete evaluations for 
music educators was encouraged by Darling-Hammond in 2013. Darling-Hammond 




feedback for teacher development and possibly inadequate reporting of teacher 
performance/quality. Similarly, Overland (2014) suggested that current generic models of 
evaluation may not necessarily transfer smoothly to the artistic material presentation (p. 
57) since they measure only generic teaching skills. Prior to being evaluated, all teachers 
receive some documentation intended to outline and define anticipated behaviors and 
competencies and help guide the supervisor with a vivid idea of what to look for when 
evaluating a teacher (Doerksen, 2006). However, the struggle occurs in defining the 
expected behaviors for music teachers—whether they differ from general classrooms or 
even between ensembles. If behaviors differ, then determining how administrators or 
policy writers account for that with a rubric is important. Because one main purpose of 
evaluation is to measure teacher effectiveness, it is important to understand and clearly 
define what those effective characteristics, traits, or behaviors look like in order to 
accurately identify what denotes teacher effectiveness.  
Some characteristics of an effective music teacher and music teaching have been 
identified and described in the research in a variety of ways. According to Nielsen 
(2014), this has led to a variety of interpretations and definitions. Nielsen described an 
effective teacher as one who is a “great musician and pedagogue” (p. 66) in referencing 
the classroom environment domain of typical evaluation protocols. Further, Nielsen 
described what a typical music classroom should look and sound like, arguing that it is 
considerably different than a general classroom. Two important differences include larger 
than average class sizes and the collaboration and interaction of students during class 




chaos” setting may need to be clarified to the non-musician supervisor and supported 
with specific examples. Consequently, an understanding of appropriate classroom 
discourse of a non-general classroom is essential to an effective evaluation.  
A classroom environment as described above could be interpreted as a successful 
or unsuccessful characteristic of music educators; however, characteristics such as these 
are rarely found on a general rubric. Steel (2010) discussed three characteristics of 
successful (or effective) music educators. The characteristics included teacher self-
efficacy, nonverbal communication, and servant leadership. These, too, are not 
characteristics commonly found on most teacher evaluation documents. Teacher self-
efficacy, the beliefs a teacher holds regarding his or her own aptitudes and capabilities 
versus their actual abilities to teach and influence student achievement, are rarely 
included on an evaluation rubric and would be very difficult for an external evaluator to 
assess. Steel posited that nonverbal instructions and communication from eye contact, 
gestures such as conducting, and body motions, can contribute to fruitful learning 
experiences and that nonverbal communication is incorporated into the regular 
communication that ensemble directors use. Effective communication, including the 
nonverbal gestures of music educators, from teachers to their students, and professional 
communications, is outlined, expected, and could certainly be interpreted under 
professional responsibilities and instruction, but it is not specifically acknowledged in 
most evaluation models.  
While these characteristics are valuable traits for any job, Steele’s (2010) 




limited gathering of data and the results of one study. However, the author does concede 
there is no clear answer to what makes an effective teacher, and that traits, learned 
behaviors, and characteristics, all a part of one’s Discourse, impacts one’s definition 
(Steele, 2010). That said, there is some distinct value in placing consideration on these 
characteristics in the design of teacher evaluation rubrics. In this study, an inquiry into 
the effects of the learned behaviors and characteristics of teachers are considered in the 
analysis of the language-in-use through the lens of the figured worlds and Discourse of 
teachers, which can have implications on the quality of communication in music teacher 
evaluation.  
If no clear answer exists as to what makes an effective teacher, then the ability to 
use current observation instruments to accurately evaluate a teacher’s effectiveness, 
particularly in a music or other specialized classroom, raises concerns. Taebel (1990a) 
argued that observation instruments should include a list identifying important behaviors 
that should be occurring in a music teacher’s classroom. According to Hirokawa:  
Generalist observation and evaluation protocols do not include characteristics that 
are considered important to the success of a music teacher leading an 
ensemble…then these teachers are not being evaluated on what is considered as 
important to their success and effectiveness as a music teacher. (p. 148)  
However, Doerksen (2006) contended that checklists cannot adequately describe all of 
the things happening in a classroom, citing their inability to account for context and 
quality. Taebel (1990a) argued that modeling or demonstration, a method that music 




Bernard (2015) wrote, 
When competency scores are not responsible to a common and appropriate 
teaching behavior, there is reason to conclude that the evaluation system has a 
serious flaw. Indeed, typical evaluation systems are applied with the core subjects 
in mind but have been imposed upon music educators without contextualizing the 
material at hand or adapting the benchmarks for teacher and student success. (p. 
2) 
This present study may be able to assist by providing points of in-depth reflection others 
can use to generate discussions on what is required in order to allow music teachers and 
evaluators to effectively collaborate and work toward modifying the evaluation system to 
improve the perception of and validate the process for music educators. 
If the basic documents established to define and evaluate teacher effectiveness are 
meant to include music teachers, then it is a reasonable expectation that the behaviors of 
effective music teachers, as identified in research, should be considered and 
communicated in the evaluation process and in the writing of the documents within that 
process. Studies related to teaching behaviors described as effective for music teachers 
are in abundance (Taebel, 1990a). Taebel wrote:  
As long as some form of teacher evaluation is going to take place in a school 
district or state, it is important that music teachers be fairly evaluated in a way 
that is sensitive to the unique features of music teaching and learning. (p. 53) 
Observation documents typically include a form of checklist rubric; however, Doerksen 




Doerksen argued that the problem lies in the idea that “the designers of some checklists 
choose the behaviors to be evaluated from research; yet, on other lists, the behaviors are 
simply those that the list maker believes to be the characteristics of effective teachers” (p. 
42).  
The general nature of most observation instruments, from broad, undefined 
observable teaching practices to unknown or ambiguously defined characteristics of an 
effective music teacher, makes it difficult for music teachers to receive a fair evaluation. 
In addition to the inclusion and definition of subject-specific behaviors and 
characteristics, Hill & Grossman (2013) suggested the idea that evaluation systems “must 
draw content experts within districts into the process of teacher evaluation, both for the 
sake of improving coherence in the messages transmitted to teachers and in order to 
leverage existing expertise around the improvement of instruction” (p. 4). In other words, 
the evaluator should have some level of expertise or training in the area of music in order 
to produce a more effective experience for music educators because the fairness and 
effectiveness of the evaluation process is deemed untrustworthy when the evaluator’s 
level of expertise is in question.  
Evaluator Expertise 
Researchers agree that most evaluators cannot have expertise in all subjects, yet a 
lack of such knowledge affects the efficacy of the feedback teachers receive and their 
willingness to respond (Doerksen, 2006; Hill & Grossman, 2013). Clementson et al 
(2016) argued that the concerns held by music educators are that they are not being 




examination of the views of music teacher evaluation from the principal’s perspective, as 
well as from the music teacher’s perspective, one key finding of the study was that the 
teachers believed that if evaluators were more knowledgeable, or had more experience 
regarding music-specific content, evaluators’ feedback would be more meaningful. This 
finding supports an argument by Doerksen (2006) that a valid professional evaluation of 
a music educator cannot be made unless an administrator can recognize, for example, the 
difference between good and bad tone, or provide appropriate instructional feedback. In 
addition, the principals and teachers in the Clementson et al. study agreed that there was a 
necessity for evaluators with music-content expertise in order to improve teaching—one 
of the previously identified purposes of teacher evaluation. Clementson et al. (2016) 
wrote: 
If the goal of teacher evaluation is to improve teaching for increased student 
learning, all parties must be willing to consider practices that account for 
differences in content and context by adapting new methods that reflect the 
diversity of teachers and subjects, as well as that of the students they teach. (p. 54)  
Research indicates an agreement on the necessity of expert evaluators in order to improve 
the quality of teacher evaluations for music educators. However, evidence is needed to 
determine whether or not there is a difference in the outcomes of music teacher 
evaluation conducted by experts and those conducted by non-experts. 
Hirokawa (2013) completed one such study in which the researcher examined 
music teacher evaluations to determine if training or experience in music affected the 




the researcher considered how the level of importance of specific music teacher traits, the 
confidence level of the observer, or the evaluator's approach to observing general 
classroom teachers versus music teachers differed with or without training or expertise. 
Though Hirokawa found no significant differences in the scores of evaluations completed 
by participants with varying levels of background in observation and in music, Hirokawa 
did note statistically significant differences in the average scores in certain evaluation 
areas. The researcher also noted that some characteristics of effective music teachers that 
were deemed important in research were overlooked by non-trained evaluators but not 
trained evaluators. In fact, Hirokawa (2013) found that the generalist protocols often 
excluded teacher behaviors important to the music setting such as performance, content 
specific knowledge, and assessment of musical behavior (p. 151).This is an example of 
where the Music Educators’ Discourse included a figured world where certain behaviors 
were considered normal or typical, yet those behaviors were not addressed by the 
evaluator, a concept addressed by Taebel (1990).  
In the data presented by Taebel (1990) the researcher did identify differences in 
the evaluation outcomes. The differences indicated evaluators with musical training were 
more attentive to aspects unique to the music classroom and suggested that may have 
influenced their evaluations in a positive direction. Indeed, Hirokawa concluded that the 
differences in ratings reported may be explained by the fact that there were parts of the 
ensemble rehearsal deemed important to the instructional process that were overlooked 
by evaluators with no musical background. Hirokawa surmised that the context-specific 




world), and that the “interpretation of the teacher behaviors and characteristics included 
as ‘good teaching’ (discourse) may vary considerably from subject to subject, suggesting 
that the indefinability of what constitutes “good teaching” in music is at the core of the 
debate. Hirokawa ultimately suggested, “observation protocols need to be designed to 
allow for these differences between subject areas so that administrators are consistent, 
and teachers of any subject are observed and evaluated fairly” (p. 158).  
Hirokawa’s (2013) research offers a vivid example of how examining figured 
worlds, Discourses, and language can impact the evaluation process. This current study 
could be viewed as an extension of the Hirokawa study in that analyzing the discourse 
within the music teacher evaluation process can help music teachers be proactive in 
helping their supervisors understand what to look for in their teaching. Additionally, 
analyzing and interpreting the discourse can help music educators and evaluators begin to 
discuss and develop shared definitions and understandings, and yield examples for 
administrator training on music teacher observation and evaluation as suggested by 
Hirokawa.  
Critical Discourse Analysis 
Critical discourse analysis (CDA) is a theory and a method of analyzing written 
and/or verbal communication. According to Rogers et al. (2005), “education researchers 
turned to discourse analysis to make sense of the ways in which people make meaning in 
educational contexts” (p. 366). Subsequently, scholars from other fields began examining 
classrooms and school to consider ways social structures in educational institutions 




Each approach may reach similar conclusions through the use of a variety of tools and 
vocabularies connected to different groups of researchers (Gee, 2011a).  
In this study, the data is examined through three theoretical tools of inquiry 
presented by Gee (2011a). I simultaneously considered the building tasks of significance, 
relationships, and politics to “build the reality” of teaching in the music rehearsal 
classroom. These tools of inquiry and building tasks are useful in understanding what 
influences the communication between teacher and administrator in the music teacher 
evaluation process. Conclusions ascertained using the theoretical tools of inquiry and 
building tasks for analysis could help produce a stronger descriptive narrative of the 
nature and substance of communication in music teacher evaluation. 
Theoretical Tools of Inquiry 
Tools of inquiry are tools the CDA analyst can use to determine the sorts of 
questions asked about the data collected. Tools of inquiry are “relevant to how people 
build identities and practices and recognize identities and practices that others are 
building around them” (Gee, 2011a, p. 28). They work together with the more specific 
building tasks. To analyze the nature and substance of communication within music 
teacher evaluation, this study primarily incorporates the use of three tools of inquiry 
introduced in Gee’s approach to CDA: Discourses, Figured Worlds, and Situated 
Meanings.  
“Big D” Discourse and “Little d” discourse  
According to Gee (2011a) discourse (with a lower-case d) is defined as “any 




Therefore, discourse (with a lower-case d) in this study includes the language of policies, 
an evaluation rubric, and the written or spoken administrative feedback encompassed in 
teacher evaluation. Discourse (with a capital D) is defined as “ways of combining and 
integrating language, actions, interactions, ways of thinking, believing, valuing and using 
various symbols, tools and objects to enact a particular sort of socially recognizable 
identity” (p. 201). To illustrate, for a band director to be recognized as such, there is a 
certain way to speak, act, dress, and engage in ways of considering the rehearsal time or 
what is valued in the rehearsal or program development. Additionally, there are symbols 
(music notation), tools (a baton, a tuner), and objects (music score, instruments) they 
must appropriately employ. This is the Discourse of a band director. Similarly, an 
administrator playing the role of an evaluator or instructional supervisor will enter the 
evaluation process with a separate Discourse. Thus, a teacher operating in the Discourse 
of a Band Director will display membership as such through their actions, words, values 
and beliefs, just as an administrator will operate in the Discourse of either an instructional 
leader or an evaluator. Discourse and discourse both influence one’s idea of what is 
typical or normal in the classroom. Therefore, we can surmise that d/Discourse is an 
intricate portion of the exchange that occurs in the teacher evaluation process.  
Figured Worlds  
A figured world is the notion of a simplified world or context. It is the socially 
constructed combination of the typical activities, artifacts, and interactions of a culture. It 
is the milieu people expect when considering those worlds and the actors within that 




text of an evaluation instrument, another in the minds of teachers, and another perhaps in 
the minds of evaluators. The figured world of a classroom, as presented in evaluation 
documents, outlines the expected practices of a typical teacher and the interactions that 
should occur between teacher and student. Moreover, in a figured world, actors may hold 
more than one identity. Teachers can be viewed as both the expert (music specialist in the 
building) and the person in need of help. The administrator can be viewed as both 
evaluator having the responsibility for analyzing a teacher’s effectiveness but also the 
instructional leader responsible for helping the teacher improve. Therefore, if the figured 
worlds differ, or the expected norms about the people or the process are dissimilar, we 
can acknowledge that the figured worlds of both teacher and evaluator are key aspects of 
the music teacher evaluation process that have to be considered.  
Situated Meanings  
When words and phrases take on specific meanings in different contexts, they are 
considered situated meanings (Gee, 2011a). In education, these types of words can be 
known as technical words that are specific to an individual subject. For example, on an 
evaluation instrument, an evaluator may be looking for evidence of what the teacher is 
doing for a “warm-up” in a class period. In an academic class, this may be evidenced by a 
simple task or question that the students complete upon entering the classroom. However, 
in a band class, the warm-up is a literal warm up. The term itself has a specific meaning 
within the context of the band class or band rehearsal. Without a unified agreement on the 
definition of terms and phrases, miscommunication can occur. Therefore, we can 




evaluation rubric or that occur within classroom instruction plays an intricate role in the 
evaluation of music teachers and is worth consideration in this study. 
Building Tasks 
Building tasks are ways to explain how language is used to build things. Gee 
(2011a) suggested that language is used to build things and refers to these things as 
“building tasks.” Gee (2011a) identified them as: significance, practices (activities), 
identities, relationships, politics, connections, and sign systems and knowledge. These 
seven things are constructed whenever we write or speak. In other words, Gee suggested 
that we use language to: 
• render some things significant and lessen the significance of other things, 
• get acknowledged as engaging in a certain sort of practice or activity, or as 
taking on a certain identity, 
• signal the type of relationship present or desired, to build a standpoint on what 
is typical or the way things should be (distribution of social goods), and 
• to render certain things as pertinent or immaterial, or to honor or discredit 
different ways of knowing. (pp. 16–20) 
Therefore, in an evaluator–teacher interaction, each participant would filter language 
through these seven building tasks because language gives meaning and value to things in 
the world (Gee, 2011a). Gee (2011b) argued, “we build these structures and meaning so 
that we can do things with language” (p. 87). Consequently, if individuals use language 
to think, perform actions, make meaningful or important, enact a specific role or identity, 




valuable and worth having (Gee, 2011a, 2011b), then it is relevant to consider the 
language of an evaluation rubric and the verbal (and nonverbal) communication uttered 
by teachers and administrators in the teacher evaluation process as language used to build 
the structure of a classroom and/or a classroom interaction.  
Because the tools of inquiry and building tasks work in tandem, all of the building 
tasks are considered in this study in an effort to reveal how the language of policy, 
rubrics, job descriptions, and interpersonal dialogue are used to influence the building or 
destruction of teachers’ and evaluators’ figured worlds. This consideration can illuminate 
how roles are enacted, how the evaluator/teacher relationship is built or sustained, and 
how value is determined. However, primary focus is on the building tasks of significance, 
politics (social goods), identity, and relationship. 
Significance 
Significance is the building task in which language is used to make things 
“significant or important” in diverse ways or to lower the significance or importance of 
something (Gee, 2011a). “Things are not trivial or important all by themselves” (Gee, 
2011b, p. 92). In teacher evaluation, the building of significance is manifest in two ways. 
The written language of education reform indicates, or dictates, the elements of education 
and the education process that are significant in the areas of teaching and learning. The 
current teacher evaluation systems outline and specify the practices (activities) of 
teachers that are valued or considered significant inside the classroom. The rubrics 
specify an outcome, a score, or a product as significant or valued. However, the dialogue 




said, or not said; therefore, it should be examined to help determine the similarities and 
differences between what teachers and evaluators value or deem significant in the 
evaluation process. This understanding can help elucidate any areas that may affect 
teacher pedagogy, teacher growth, and how accountability expectations are fulfilled or 
frustrated. 
Politics (Social Goods)  
Politics, in the manner described in CDA, refers to “any situation where anything 
considered by a social group to be good, or worth having, is at stake” (Gee, 2011b, p. 
118). A social good can be as simple as the concept of being treated with respect to 
something more tangible as keeping a job. Some factors such as money, love, respect, 
and friendship are considered social goods by nearly everyone in society, while other 
items matter only to certain people, or groups. Social goods are dependent upon what the 
participants care about or what is valued within the institution. Teachers may consider 
being labeled an “excellent teacher” or even an “effective teacher” a social good, whereas 
an evaluator may consider being called a “strong instructional leader” a social good. 
These social goods can be given or withheld through language or interpretation of 
language. In this case, it is highly important for participants to have a shared definition of 
the terms (discourse) and expectations of the teacher evaluation process. Politics, in this 
sense, may influence the relationship between teacher and evaluator. If the teacher views 
the evaluator as holding the key to the teacher’s job security, a social good, then the 
relationship between teacher and instructional leader could be less impactful on the 





Gee emphasized that people use language to get recognized as taking on a certain 
identity or role. Gee suggested that language is used to build and sustain a variety of 
relationships including individuals, groups, and even institutions. He further emphasized 
that the building of relationships is directly related to how identity is constructed within 
the context “because the identity we construct for ourselves in any context is often 
defined, in part, by how we see and construe our relationship with other people, social 
groups, cultures or institutions” (Gee, 2011b, p. 114). For example, an administrator may 
talk and act one way when engaged as an administrator with the principal but may talk 
and act another way when engaged as an evaluator with a teacher. Likewise, a teacher 
uses language with students to get recognized as the teacher (authority figure) and as the 
instructional expert. Both are seeking to position themselves in a way through their 
language in order to enact a particular set of practices. If a band director wants to be 
recognized as such, there is a certain way to speak, act, and engage in the music 
classroom that may not position them the same way if enacted in a different setting. 
“What we say, do, and are in using language enacts practices” (Gee, 2011a, p. 18), and 
those practices allow us to relate in specific ways. 
When considering relationships, it is also important to include the situated 
meaning and figured worlds concepts. If a band director entered an instrumental music 
classroom and began counting to four, the students’ response would likely be specific to 
his language as a band director. If the same individual spoke the same language, the same 




identity being enacted is that of a band director. The role enacted affects how the 
relationship is recognized because “the identity we construct for ourselves in any context 
is often defined, in part, by how we see and construe our relationship” (Gee, 2011b, p. 
114) with others. We also relate to others based on the identity we construct. We will 
speak and act differently with someone as a colleague versus a friend. Certainly, 
colleagues can be friends; however, our language is determined by the identity we are 
enacting, the identity they are enacting, and the relationship between the two that each 
has built.  
Knowledge of this element is paramount in the teacher evaluation process. If the 
administrator enacts the identity of an evaluator rather than an instructional leader, the 
teacher may respond differently. In this study, the task of examining the language-in-use 
by the music educators and evaluators is completed to detect the identities being enacted 
within the relationships built between the two individuals. Recognizing these identities 
may help develop a better understanding between them and possibly lead to a more 
effective evaluation process for both. 
Critical Discourse Analysis in Education Research 
Education researchers in the early 1970s began using discourse analysis to 
attempt to make sense of how people in educational contexts made meaning (Rogers et 
al. (2005). Discourse analysis has been used in education, in combination with social 
theory, to interpret, describe, and explain how discourse is constructed by social 
interactions within classrooms and schools. Currently there are two prevalent trends in 




teachers, students and parents, and (b) education policy analysis, the study of discourse in 
teacher evaluation.  
CDA in Literacy Studies 
CDA was becoming a method of choice for literacy researchers in the early 
2000’s and Lewis (2006) sought to determine why. Critical discourse analysis was, at the 
time, becoming the method of choice for literacy researchers. Lewis determined one 
possible reason may have been its duality of both method and theory. The author argued 
that combining CDA with ethnographic qualitative methods provides contextual details 
that are often criticized as lacking by critics. Lewis posited that CDA could help 
deconstruct the ways that language can be used against people and help identify ways that 
language replicates overriding structures of power, or creates new frames of reference, 
modifications in thinking, disruptions of normalizing discourses, or power in the 
productive sense. Lewis concluded that using CDA in literacy studies rather than doing a 
CDA could augment exploring the compelling questions about literacy learning and 
teaching.  
Examining the Common Inspections Framework (CIF), introduced by the United 
Kingdom Labour government, Dennis (2011) used critical discourse analysis to examine 
the CIF and argued that the authors of the document adopted a “series of positionings 
regarding quality, practitioners, learners, and learning, each of which require the actual 
reader to adopt a relational stance” (p. 119). The government’s intention was for this 
document, the CIF framework, to provide a consistent measure and definition of quality 




was a result of coercive pressure, and that some discourses disregarded or ignored other 
discourses. Through the lens of CDA, Dennis found that in the positioning of 
practitioners—what was known about quality, and the definition of literacy learning and 
learners— the writers of the CIF framework constructed a model reader with whom 
actual readers were required to negotiate a stance (p. 124). The guide required literacy 
learning to be “described in terms that fit in the lexical categories” of those in charge of 
its definition referred by Dennis as the “quality regime” (p. 125).  
Dennis’s (2011) study is relevant to this current study. Dennis wrote, 
“professional worth is measured by the extent to which practitioners adhere to 
performative requirements” (p. 124), which is also true of teacher evaluation. The social 
good of a particular score or rating could impact a teacher’s perception of their self-worth 
and also signal to others their “value” or the quality of the teacher as a professional. If a 
variety of discourses exist within the teacher evaluation process, then some of those 
discourses could cause other discourses to be ignored or overridden. Concepts like these 
could influence the perception of teacher evaluation for music educators, blur the 
understanding of the definition of the quality for administrators, and possibly affect the 
outcome of the evaluation. 
Another application of critical discourse analysis was to study the relationships 
between third grade literacy students and their teacher. The teacher in the Beaulieu 2016 
study had been previously identified as an outstanding and culturally responsive 
educator; however, in one lesson, the teacher exhibited atypical behaviors. The focal 




teacher’s behaviors within that lesson. The researcher sought to identify if the dynamics 
of the literacy lesson reflected microaggression, and to determine the ways the teacher 
impacted teacher–student relations. The author concluded that microaggression did exist; 
however, it was generally unintentional and unnoticed by education professionals. 
Critical discourse analysis provided a method to apperceive how microaggressions were 
expressed and suggested that children’s behaviors should also be monitored for cues of 
discomfort and repairs made in order to maintain a positive relationship. The same holds 
true for teacher evaluation. If microaggressions exist, it is possible they go unnoticed, or 
are unintentional. Signs of discomfort could be missed, weighing negatively on the 
relationship between teacher and evaluator. Discourse analysis can be used to examine 
the effect of discourse on relationships between teachers and evaluators and the impact it 
may have on the teacher evaluation process. 
CDA in Education Policy Analysis 
In policy analysis, Lester et al. (2016) reported that CDA has been used to analyze 
the discourse that instructs and establishes the social realities and understandings of 
policy related to education. The author cited studies that inspected meeting transcripts 
and evidence considered in the making of policy (Arnott & Ogza, 2010; Gabriel & 
Lester, 2014; Scollon, 2010), in addition to the responses of educators to policy, the text 
and talk surrounding implementation and evaluation efforts, and the representations of 
policy and policy problems in the media (Cohen, 2010; Gabriel & Lester, 2013; Kuntze et 
al., 2011).  




is both the content and conduit of policy” (Lester et al., 2016) indicating the importance 
of a unified understanding between the policy and the participants of the policy. For 
example, Woodside-Jiron (2011) explored the use of CDA to analyze policies designed to 
define “how to teach” (p. 154). Using CDA allowed the researcher to provide an 
interpretive analysis of who holds the power, how that power was established, the role of 
the individuals within that power structure, and what it means for those who use or enact 
the policy. Woodside-Jiron (2011) wrote:  
Extending critical analysis of policy to include explanations of how political 
power constructs and is constructed by larger social practices is an important 
process because policy is constitutive. It serves not only to distribute, but to 
mandate such ideals across a much larger forum—the educational institution and 
its members. (p. 176) 
Therefore, if the fundamental purpose of teacher evaluation policy is to define effective 
teaching, what an effective teacher does, or how an effective teacher acts, then the 
discourse of that policy is an important element to consider in teacher evaluation policy 
mandates. As indicated in Woodside-Jiron’s (2011) study, it is possible to find different 
d/Discourses in use that affect the interpretation or execution of the policy. When 
considering teacher evaluation under these circumstances, using CDA makes it possible 
to identify areas of potential conflict for music educators within teacher evaluation. 
Specifically, if the d/Discourse of “appropriate” music educator behaviors is not 
conveyed within evaluation policy or does not match the interpretation of the d/Discourse 




classroom/rehearsal could be misinterpreted and incorrectly reported as effective or 
ineffective. A unified understanding and interpretation of d/Discourse is necessary for the 
accurate reporting of teacher effectiveness. 
CDA was used to evaluate the observation instruments used in three preservice 
programs. Caughlin and Jiang (2014) determined that the “instruments are not neutral but 
reflect the values of the programs that use them, inflected by often contradictory 
discourses of teacher and student learning” (p. 375). In analyzing three different 
observation instruments, the researchers found all three instruments mirrored the values 
of teacher knowledge, teacher efficacy and positioning of teacher candidates. All three 
emphasized and valued teacher knowledge of pedagogy, knowledge of student 
understanding, and planning skills (p. 380), but differed in their views of teachers’ and 
students’ roles. They also noted a difference in the formality of the texts with one being 
more formal than the other two (p. 382). They concluded that, while the text alone did not 
determine how these instruments were interpreted and used, the text did present 
constraints on both, which made certain actions more or less likely than others. Again, 
this is an indication of the importance of the interpretation of d/Discourse in educational 
policy.  
Outside of the aforementioned trends, CDA research on identity and relationship 
roles in education can be found. For example, Neale (2011) used CDA to investigate the 
roles expected of principals within the context of teacher evaluation. The study revealed 
tension because teachers, peer evaluators, and district administrators viewed principals as 




teachers viewed principals as both coach or mentor and supervisor. The study used CDA 
to investigate how teachers and principals “navigated their way between supervisory and 
leadership functions of the principal” (p. 6). Again, here, Neale indicated that the data 
revealed that the term “instructional leadership” meant different things to different groups 
of participants, indicating that the way instructional leadership was discussed or defined 
differed, at times, from how principals enacted it. While the definition of instructional 
leader was identical between district level administrators and principals, there was a vast 
difference in the definition held by teachers. Teachers envisioned principals as 
supervisors not as instructional leaders or coaches. This difference in interpretation 
created a tension in the enactment of the roles (Neale, 2011).  
It is evident that discourse plays a role in educational policy. It is also evident that 
interpretation of the discourse has ample opportunity for misinterpretation or varied 
interpretation. As Hill (2001) wrote:  
Words have no inherent meaning. Instead, they signify ideas or actions ascribed to 
them by communities, and meanings for specific words often vary across those 
communities. Words that carry specialized meanings in one community can be 
interpreted differently by another, particularly where individuals in the second 
community have little access to dialogues in the first, or when forces in the 
second community compete to assign meaning to key word. (p. 289) 
However, Maguire et al. (2011) suggested that policy discourses influence other 
discourses, and therefore should not be considered in isolation because discourses 




influence discourses. This study presents a descriptive narrative of the nature and 
substance of music teacher evaluation for the purpose of reducing any misconceptions, 
varied interpretations, or meanings that would affect the actions of the administrators or 
teachers in the music teacher evaluation process. 
Critical Discourse Analysis in Music Education Research 
Studies within music education employ varying techniques for analyzing 
language-in-use in school music settings. However, the research in music that uses some 
variation or approach of discourse analysis framework is limited. Two examples include 
the work of Mantie (2013) to probe discourses of popular music instruction in order to 
better understand music education practices in the United States, and Thompson’s (2002) 
study using CDA to show how world music has been relegated as other in the curriculum 
utilized CDA. Another example includes Tobbs’s (2012) study which investigated how 
music education scholars discursively defined or constructed disability and how it 
impacted children’s musical experiences and music education in general. Similarly, 
Farmer’s (2015) study investigated how the various meanings of the term “urban” were 
interpreted and applied in music education. Talbot (2013) encouraged the use of CDA for 
its “potential for re-visioning music education.” Talbot wrote:  
When we speak and write about music education, we often restrict the kinds of 
music, ways of music transmission, and spaces for music education that we 
consider. We engage in a process of legitimating music education: we privilege 
particular musics, such as those of bands, orchestras and choirs, along with one 




The same notion could apply to music teacher evaluation. When the policies or 
administrators (actors) speak or write about a generic classroom, they speak of certain 
expectations on the transmission of information or what the process should look like. 
Using CDA to study the music teacher evaluation process could also have potential for 
re-visioning the music teacher evaluation process by identifying what behaviors are 
privileged, differ, or are irrelevant, based on classroom context. A clearer description of 
the nature and substance of communication in the music teacher evaluation can be 
developed and provide a tool for better understanding and communication. 
Conclusion 
Supplying policy makers, music educators, and evaluators with a descriptive 
analysis pertaining to the nature and quality of discourse interpretations and applications 
within rubrics, nonverbal communication, feedback, and dialogue type, could inspire 
these participants to hold more engaging conversations and more effective 
communication in and about the teacher evaluation process. Although the use of CDA in 
the field of music and music education is a recent trend, the variety of approaches leaves 
room for innovative uses of the method. The present study serves to enlarge the pool of 
literature that presents a descriptive narrative of how discourses pervade the teacher 
evaluation process for music educators and their evaluators. Perhaps the information 
offered in this study can help inform activities that lead to more engaging dialogue about 
music teacher evaluation, reduced anxiety, and improved effectiveness of both the 
process and the educators thereby leading to more productive and effective schools, 




CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the nature and substance of 
communication occurring between music teachers and evaluators within the context of 
the music teacher evaluation process. My objective was to consider whether the concerns 
surrounding music teacher evaluation that exist in the literature can be explained or 
improved with a better understanding of the language-in-use. To achieve this stated 
research goal, this study examined the conversations and interactions of four music 
teacher–administrator dyads in the context of the summative evaluation conference that 
occurs as part of the music teacher evaluation process. The use of ethnographic methods 
and CDA as both methodology and theory was applied to dissect themes, values, and 
ideologies that are rooted in the dialogue of the post-observation conference. In this 
chapter, I present a brief synopsis of discourse analysis as well as how this methodology 
was used for this study. Next, I describe the participant selection process and the process 
for collecting and examining data. Issues of validity are also discussed. 
Discourse Analysis 
In this study I utilized aspects of ethnography and critical discourse analysis that 
focused on the dialogue between sets of ensemble directors and their evaluators in the 
context of music teacher evaluation. The primary theoretical foundation of this study 
comes from Gee’s (1999, 2010) writing on the theory and practice of discourse analysis. I 
chose this combined theory and method due to its inimitable capacity to study “language 
at use in the world, not just to say things, but to do things” (Gee, 2011a, p. xi). Utilizing a 




to strengthen the understanding, interpretation, and connection between theory and 
practice in the music teacher evaluation process.  
There are many approaches to discourse analysis. In Gee’s approach,  
Gee (2011a) suggested judgements of relevance are “based on the analyst’s theories of 
how language, contexts, and interactions work in general and in the specific context 
being analyzed” (p. 117). This approach brings together Gee’s theory of language devices 
and practical tools of inquiry. In this study, I utilized the practical tools of Gee’s 
approach to examine the data and determine relevant concepts. The aim of all the tools is 
to answer questions about how participants are using language, what they are doing with 
language, and how the context is influencing and being influenced by the language and 
participants. These tools were the guiding questions for this study. 
Discourse analysis encompasses asking questions about how language is used to 
engage in Gee’s seven building tasks (Significance, Practices [Activities], Identities, 
Relationships, Politics, Connections, and Sign Systems and Knowledge) within the six 
areas referred to as tools of inquiry (2011b). Using this process, an analyst can create 42 
possible questions to ask about data by combining the tools and tasks. Although 
addressing all 42 possible questions would be ideal, Gee posited that real discourse 
analyses only includes some of the questions, as was the case for this study, because 
some questions may not be relevant to the issue being considered. Likewise, Gee 
suggested that utilizing all of the data collected in a CDA is not necessary but 
emphasized the importance for the analyst to look for “patterns and associations within 




2011b). Therefore, in this study, the combination of tools of inquiry and building tasks 
was chosen based on relevance to the study, and the selected data included sample 
sections that, after patterns were identified, were deemed relevant to the topic.  
In this study, relevance was determined through a process of continuous reading 
and processing of the dataset to look for patterns. Gee (2011a) argued that this method of 
looking for patterns and text relevancy is a reciprocal and cyclical process in which the 
analyst considers the structure of a piece of language, situated meanings, and 
relationships within a specific context such as music teacher evaluation. Therefore, a 
continuous reading and processing through the relevant questions contributed to the 
development of the final analysis in this study. 
Procedures 
To achieve the stated research goal, this study examined the conversations and 
interactions of two music teacher–administrator dyads in the context of the summative 
evaluation conference that occurs as part of the music teacher evaluation process. I 
applied CDA as both methodology and theory to analyze themes, values, and ideologies 
that are rooted in the post-observation conference dialogue. As noted above, the act of 
processing or using words, signs, or behaviors to express or exchange information occurs 
in every human interaction and is worthy of study within the music teacher evaluation. 
The data collected for analysis are comprised of written text in the form of a 
teacher evaluation rubric and transcribed conversations between the dyads taken from 
post-observation conferences. I video-recorded music teacher participants teaching a 




recordings as reference points in analyzing and understanding the verbal and nonverbal 
communication that occur in the post-observation conference. Participant dyads held a 
post-observation conference which is also video recorded. I transcribed the dialogue from 
the video and utilized that transcription data for analysis. I also created field notes on 
both of the video recordings to afford a description of any nonverbal behaviors relevant 
to interpreting and understanding the post-observation conversation.  
Participant Selection 
This study was designed to investigate the nature and substance of the dialogue 
that occurs in the evaluation process of music teachers who work in an ensemble setting. 
I selected music ensemble directors as the focus of this study for many reasons. The 
ensemble or rehearsal setting that exists in these teachers’ classrooms is foundationally 
different from the general classroom setting. The discourse of this set of instructors is 
typically unfamiliar to administrators who do not have a background in music. 
Additionally, evaluation documents often fail to include or consider characteristics and 
actions of non-general classrooms. The general nature of the rubric requires interpretation 
and translation in order to be effective in the unique nature of music classrooms. The 
aspects of these classrooms share qualities with each other that may not exist in general 
music, elementary music, or smaller ensemble classes (such as guitar) as well as regular 
classrooms. These ensemble classroom characteristics can present challenges in 
interpretation or practice as they relate to the teacher evaluation system in use.  
I used criterion-based sampling to locate potential music teacher participants who 




(b) an assigned administrator willing to participate in the study; and (c) the pair able to 
devote time to the post-observation conference. I attempted to identify a four-person 
participant sample that included (a) two early career teachers (1 to 5 years) and two 
experienced teachers (10 years or more), and (b) two high school level and two middle 
school level teachers. In order to provide anonymity for the participants, all entities are 
referred to by pseudonyms contained in the table below. Purposive sampling applied to 
the music teachers but not to the administrators because administrators are typically 
preassigned by the principal to evaluate a music teacher. While all music teaching is 
related, this study specifically focused on the specialty of instrumental music instructors 
allowing future researchers ease of replicability in music settings or in other school 
subjects where discourse specific to the content must be understood.  
Table 1 
Description of Participants 
 
Participant School Role Experience 
Veronica Evergreen Administrator 26 years 
Victor Independence Administrator   9 years 
Ted Evergreen Teacher 15 years 
Tim Independence Teacher 21 years 
 
Data Collection 
The primary source of data gathered for analysis for this study was the dialogue 
between administrator and music teacher collected at the teacher’s post-observation 
conference. Because these data took the form of transcribed text of the post-observation 
conference, these data and the analytical process are referred to here as “analysis of text.” 




written data, video observations and researcher notes provided reference data to further 
understand the context and to offer information on any nonverbal communication that 
occurred during the post-observation conference. 
Texts Specific to The District and the Teacher Evaluation System (TES) 
Analysis of text, an important aspect of this research, is a key to understanding the 
nature and quality of the dialogue that occurs within the (post-observation) evaluation 
process. In the TES process of this research, I utilized written texts—or documents—in 
the form of evaluation rubrics that served as guidelines for acceptable teacher practices. It 
is vital that both parties have a unified interpretation and understanding of that text by 
both parties in the evaluative process.  
For the purpose of understanding the context of the music teacher evaluation 
process specific to The District, I reviewed a collection of documents. This collection 
included training manuals, the TES rubrics, and forms provided by participant-music 
teachers, such as lesson plans for the observation, pre-observation questions and answers, 
and items distributed by the teacher and used within the lesson. I reviewed the documents 
with the intent to refer to these documents for refence points to better understand the 
context of things said within the post-observation conference, not to examine the text 
within the documents themselves.  
Video Observations 
For this study, I observed a formal evaluation lesson (classroom rehearsal) and the 
post-observation conference of each dyad of participants. One observation occurred in 




the administrator observed the teacher while completing the required formal observation 
paperwork. The observations were recorded in audio and video format. Similar to my 
review of the teacher evaluation documents, the recordings of the observations were 
primarily used as a reference point for contextual knowledge during the post-observation 
conference. Because the focus of this study was the dialogue that occurred during the 
post-observation conference, I made no transcription of the observation recordings.  
My presence, the recording, and the importance of the formal evaluation may 
have affected the conversations or the rehearsal. I was seated near the evaluating 
administrator in both band classes, but I made an overt effort to avoid eye contact with 
the teacher, the administrator, and students during the observations. The recording 
devices—an iPad and a cell phone—were set up in obvious locations in each observation, 
which may have affected the speech or actions of the participants. Finally, the importance 
and sensitivity of the formal observation combined with my presence may have impacted 
the participants’ behavior, actions, or words (Gall et al. 2003).  
Researcher Notes 
My own notes, taken during the observations and during the transcription of the 
conversations, became an important text source as well. My recorded reflections guided 
the direction for analysis, and I developed richer descriptions through the combination of 
the text produced as a result of the post-observation conference, my knowledge of the 
framework, personal experiences, and recorded reflections 
I also collected field notes during both video recordings and post-observation 




communication relevant to interpreting and understanding the interaction (Gall et al., 
2003). Additionally, I reviewed the video recording without sound to observe and 
document any non-verbal behaviors. Such behaviors included:  
• body language such as gestures, eye contact, or facial expressions,  
•  the rate, pitch, volume, or other use of the voice,  
• use of space, considering proximity and personal space, 
• use of touch, considering location, length, or type, 
• use of time in view of wait time or multitasking, and  
• artifacts within the environment such as furniture, arrangement of furniture, or 
lighting. 
Analysis: Thinking Through the Texts  
This study employed a thematic strategy of data analysis in conjunction with 
Gee’s tools for analysis to answer questions about the nature and substance of the 
language of the conversations as well as the functions and results of this language use 
(Gee, 2011a). Ideas were categorized into themes, and the dataset was then scrutinized 
through the tools of inquiry/ building tasks of Gee’s CDA in order to offer an 
interpretation of what was being said, what was being done, and the impact, if any, on the 
supervisor–music teacher relationship and the music teacher evaluation process. 
Additionally, I included a descriptive narrative of the nonverbal communication I 
observed in the examination process and considered the discoveries of that dataset in the 




Step 1: Transcription 
The first step in my analysis was to transcribe all the dialogue gathered from the 
post-observation conference conversations. I chose to complete this task myself because I 
felt it was vital to understand the inflections in the dialogue in order to provide insight 
develop richer interpretations, allowing me to develop more interesting and meaningful 
interpretations. I utilized MAXQDA Analytics Pro (VERBI software, 2018) for the 
transcription process. After the initial transcription was completed and reviewed for 
accuracy, the next step in the transcription process was to examine the types of 
statements that occurred in the dialogue and organize them into topics/categories. After 
initially reviewing the transcriptions for accuracy, I continued my process of continuous 
reading and review of the transcriptions to identify and use the following categories for 
my coding system:  
1. Checks for understanding: comments or questions seeking clarification of 
something said during the conference, on an evaluation form, or observed 
during the classroom observation. 
2. Colleagues: comments or questions involving other teachers or administrators. 
3. Direct feedback: comments or questions providing performance feedback or a 
response.  
4. General observation: comments about lesson content, behaviors, planning, 
and organization NOT related to the specific lesson observed. 
5. Indirect feedback: comments or questions responding to a directive, a 




6. Individual students and parents: comments involving students or parents, 
specific or general, related or unrelated, to the specific lesson observed. 
7. Non-teaching responsibilities: comments about professional development or 
responsibilities not related to instruction in the classroom. 
8. Observed lesson: comments about the content, student or teacher activities, 
planning, execution, and organization of the observed lesson. 
9. Pedagogy: comments about instructional methods. 
10. Procedures: comments related to procedural tasks or references to procedural 
expectations. 
11. Social comments: comments related to general conversation or “small talk.” 
Step 2: Editing for Relevant Text 
As I read through the transcription for errors and context, I began to find sections 
of connectivity where an idea or theme was repeated by participants. As I transcribed, 
listened to, and continued to manipulate the text into topic groupings, I began recording 
my own notes reflecting on questions, statements, groupings, and their relation to the 
building tasks to determine the text most relevant to this study. I used these groupings as 
starting points for discussion and analysis. I coded areas of relevance and attached notes 
or memos via the MAXQDA software program as needed. Additionally, I made written 
notes on a printed portion of the transcript during review of printed versions, and then 
grouped the information to continue analyzing.  
Given Gee’s (2011a) suggestions that analysts determine the relevancy of certain 




information and asked myself questions based on the seven building tasks prescribed by 
Gee (2011a). I chose to utilize the following questions to begin my analysis: 
1. Given what the speaker has said and how it has been said, what things and 
which people in this context are relevant and significant, and in what ways are 
they significant? How is the speaker or writer trying to give significance to 
things? 
2. Given what the speaker has said and how it has been said, what relationships 
are relevant in this context, and how are they being enacted, recruited, and 
used? 
3. Given what the speaker has said and how it has been said, what social goods 
are relevant and at stake in this context, and how are they being distributed or 
how is their distributions being viewed? (Gee, 2011b). 
When my private journal was not readily available, I captured thoughts, ideas, and 
revelations, through notes in a paper and pencil journal, notations within the transcription 
software, or in an audio journal on my password-protected phone. This was a continuous 
process throughout the data collection, organization, and analysis process. It allowed me 
to make better inferences on the dialogue and the participants’ thoughts, feelings, actions.  
Step 3: Categorizing the Tools of Inquiry 
After identifying and categorizing the text based on the building tasks, I 
categorized text and ideas into three of the four Tools of Inquiry (TOI) presented by Gee. 
Those included d/Discourses, figured worlds, and situated meanings. In this step it was 




was said, what was not said (non-verbal or omitted statements), what was assumed by 
participants, how the participants interacted, and how meaning was interpreted or 
intended in order to provide a more robust interpretation and description of the 
interactions. The following questions guided my identification and text selection:  
1. What verbal and non-verbal elements are being used to build identity and 
activities? As whom do you want to be recognized and doing what? 
2. Given what is said, what typical stories or figured worlds are assumed? What 
participants, ways of interacting, forms of language, people, objects, 
environments, institutions, and values are in these figured worlds? 
3. Given what is said, what specific meanings do listeners have to attribute to 
particular words and phrases given the context and how the context is 
construed? 
Trustworthiness 
Because Gee (2011b) suggested that analyzing discourse with the 42 questions 
provided in his framework does not occur in reality, validity in discourse analysis is built 
when the answers to the questions that are asked begin to converge. An idea related to 
convergence is agreement, where “‘native speakers’ of a social language” (p. 123) use 
language to enact similar identities, practices, and so forth. I attempted to achieve what 
Gee (2011a) referred to as “coverage” by ensuring that claims made about the language-
in-use made sense in what occurs both before and after the specific incidents of 
evaluation, not only in the immediate time chronology but also in the broader education 




notations of the larger macrostructure with participants to provide the opportunity for 
critique and feedback. Gee reminded researchers that validity is a social concept; 
therefore, the final representation of the analysis is with other forms of CDA so that the 
research can be placed in context. 
According to Richards (2009), “researchers don’t have empty minds, and are 
likely to have strong values and commitment to their topic. Therefore, good research 
design will always take into account what’s known already” (p. 23). My own experience 
as a music educator and my participation with this and similar evaluation systems served 
to inform my research questions, design, and understanding of the social practice and 





CHAPTER 4: CONTEXT 
The setting for this study was a large school district in the Southeast (referred to 
as “the district”). According to the district website, 6,400 of the 120,000 students in the 
district participate in secondary instrumental music. The district employs 180 music 
teachers. This number includes 102 elementary or general music teachers, 24 middle 
school instrumental music educators, 26 high school instrumental music educators, 10 
middle school vocal directors, and 17 high school vocal or music technology educators. 
The district also has one dedicated fine art high school, two fine arts middle schools and 
fine arts magnet programs at four elementary schools. In this chapter, I describe the 
teacher evaluation system in use in the district, the schools represented, and the 
participants of the study. 
The Teacher Evaluation System  
The Teacher Evaluation System (TES) utilized in this district was developed and 
implemented because of a state senate bill and the county’s participation in Race to the 
Top, an education reform program and competitive grant program designed to promote 
school improvement. To apply, states had to submit a plan for improving public 
education. As a result of the being awarded a grant from the program, the state directives 
indicated that all school districts in the state were required to create procedures for 
evaluating teachers in order to increase student performance by improving the quality of 
services provided in public schools. The state mandate indicated that teacher assessment 
and teacher growth, both vital processes, were linked in that the performance of one was 




The TES design used by the district in this study is based on the Danielson 
framework for teacher evaluation and teacher professional practice, which includes a 
descriptive rubric grounded on current research. The procedures for the TES vary based 
on the years of teaching experience a teacher has and/or the outcome of their evaluation 
from the previous year. The process involves pre- and post-observation conferences 
between the educator and the administrator and one or more observations of the educator 
during instruction. The feedback and rating portion of the system serves as a vehicle for 
teacher growth and development as well as a basis on which management decisions are 
made. This system does not differentiate by subject area or grade level taught; the same 
system is in place for a kindergarten teacher, a high school math teacher, an elementary 
school science teacher, or a middle school band director. In this section, I will review the 
design, process, and specific procedures associated with the TES in use.  
Design  
According to the district website, the evaluation system in place for participants in 
this study was constructed on the Danielson teacher evaluation model. The evaluation 
system (TES) includes a rubric with four overall ratings: Highly Effective, Effective, 
Developing/Needs Improvement, and Unsatisfactory. TES also describes 22 practices of 
accomplished teachers. They are clustered into four groupings or domains grounded on 
the Danielson framework for teaching: Planning and Preparation, Classroom 
Environment, Instruction, and Professional Responsibilities. 
 The components of Domain 1, Planning and Preparation, delineate how a teacher 




and delivers instruction. Teachers are evaluated in this domain based on their ability to 
demonstrate knowledge of the content, pedagogy, and students. The teacher must be able 
to demonstrate knowledge of resources, designing coherent instruction, and assessment of 
student learning.  
The components of the Domain 2, Classroom Environment, outline the non-
instructional interactions that occur in the classroom. Teachers’ ability to provide and 
encourage an environment of respect and rapport, a culture of learning, classroom 
management, and an organized physical classroom space are all evaluated through the 
components of this domain. 
The components of Domain 3 encompass the core of teaching, or instruction, 
concerned with student engagement in learning. Student engagement in learning includes 
the teacher’s ability use questioning and discussion techniques, provide feedback, and 
demonstrate flexibility and responsiveness in a manner that encourages and student 
engagement in the classroom.  
The components of the fourth domain focus on Professional Responsibilities of 
the teacher. Domain 4 encompass a wide range of a teacher’s responsibilities outside of 
the classroom such as record keeping, communicating with families, professional 
development and growth, and a general display of professionalism.  
The TES also includes four categories of the teacher evaluation process. Based on 
either the number of years of teaching experience or the previous year’s evaluation score, 
teachers are categorized to determine which evaluation process they will follow each 




which determines the number of required observations and the quantity and type of those 
observations—either formal or informal.  
Process 
Typically, prior to the opening day of school, administrators hold a group 
orientation for all personnel who will be evaluated, explaining all of the elements and 
measures. During the fall, administrators conduct pre-observation conferences between 
the evaluating administrator and the teacher, and the conference occurs prior to any 
observation, whether formal or informal. Evaluators then begin formal observations of 
Category I and III teachers (p. 23). Teachers must also develop Individual Professional 
Development Plans (IPDPs)—informally referred to by teachers and administrators as the 
“Ippy Dippy”—which are reviewed by administrators. Formal observations for Category 
II teachers, and second formal observations for Category I and III teachers, begin in 
January and are completed by the end of April. Category IV teachers require more private 
conferences and close monitoring of a Growth Plan as part of their evaluation process. At 
some point following the observation(s), a second/post-observation conference occurs. In 
the final step of the process, the evaluator/administrator prepares a summative report that 
includes feedback for “next steps” and a final performance rating.  
Observation Procedures  
Prior to the pre-observation conference, the teacher completes a lesson plan and a 
few guiding questions to assist the administrator in understanding what they will see in 
the lesson. During the observation, the teacher and the administrator are expected to 




being observed, and any concerns the teacher or administrator may have. The type of 
observation, whether formal or informal, determines the components being observed 
while prior observations, feedback, and teacher or administrator concerns may drive the 
other factors discussed in the conference prior to the actual observation. 
Observations differ slightly depending on the type. For informal observation, the 
evaluator observes only for evidence related to the first component of either Domain 1, 2, 
or 3 and only observes for 15–25 minutes. If the observation is formal, the evaluator 
observes for evidence of all the domains and components and stays for a minimum of 30 
minutes.  
After the observation, the teacher completes the post-observation questions in 
order to reflect on the lesson. The administrator prepares/provides feedback based on the 
data gathered during the observation, and both sit down to discuss the evidence as it 
relates to the expectations outlined in the rubric.  
Final Score and Rating  
A weighted system is used in the final rating of a teacher’s evaluation. The total 
of 200 points is determined by the following metric system: of the 200 possible points a 
teacher can earn, 50% comes from student growth (0–100 points), 45% from the 
administrator performance evaluation with (0–90 points), and 5% (0–10 points) for the 
IPDP. The TES documents claim that the system is devised in such a way that “accurate 
assessment of teaching competency dictates the identification and use of observable, 
quantifiable assessment practice.” Overall scores between 160 and 200 are deemed 




teachers are scored between 45 and 79, and anything 44 and below is considered 
Unsatisfactory. Each domain within the system is weighted a percentage based on 
instructional position. For example, each element of Domain 1 is worth 3.0 points in the 
Highly Effective category, 1.8 in the Effective category, .6 in the Developing/Needs 
Improvement category, and 0 for an Unsatisfactory rating. The score is totaled and used 
to determine the performance level and whether or not a teacher returns, is placed on a 
growth plan for monitoring improvement, or is removed from the job. The score is also 
tied to a pay bonus for teachers.  
Schools 
The selection of schools was directly connected to the selection of music educator 
participants. Grade levels aside, Evergreen Middle and Independence High were very 
different schools. The demographics also set them apart from each other with 
Independence serving a little over 600 more students according to the school 
demographic statistics (see Table 2). The gender ratio for Independence was almost even, 
but for Evergreen, the female population outnumbered the male population three to one. 
Independence was designated a Title I school. Such designation indicates a high 
percentage of low-income identified students. Independence reported that 57% of its 
population was low income, while Evergreen reported only 3% of their student 











(n = 1040) 
Independence 
High 
(n = 1700) 
Race/Ethnicity     
African American 31% 57% 
Asian 3% 3% 
Hispanic 9% 17% 
Native American 0% 0% 
Multi-Racial 5% 4% 
Pacific Islander 0% 0% 
White 51% 19% 
Low Income 3% 57% 
Gender     
Male 25% 53% 
Female 75% 47% 
Note. Data for this table obtained from district website. 
Evergreen  
Evergreen Middle has served grades six through eight and earned an A rating 
from the state for the last two years prior to this study. According to the Evergreen 
Middle School Improvement Plan, the vision of the school was to encourage achievement 
in academics and arts for all students. According to the most recent available school 
climate reports from the 2017–2018 school year, on a scale of one to five, five being the 
highest, results from a student poll, which included the currently enrolled students, 
indicated that students who participated in the poll rated their feeling of safety at the 
school at a four out of five. Only between 5% and 10% of the teachers felt that school 
leaders promoted a safe and productive learning environment. Parent perceptions data 




results such as low parent participation in the survey process. However, in the year 
before, the 2016–2017 school year, parents of currently enrolled students who completed 
the poll reported at a level three out of five in the area of communication from the school 
to home, just below a four out of five for academic quality, and a four out of five for 
parent/caregiver information, academic quality, and school quality.  
At the middle school level, Evergreen was a school focused on the arts. Academic 
classes were offered in conjunction with intense study in an art area. Within the 
instrumental music program, the school offered orchestra, guitar, piano and band. The 
band included 200 students which involved 88 beginners and approximately 50 in each of 
the intermediate and advanced bands. The school also had two jazz bands of about 25 
students, a percussion ensemble with 14 students, and a chamber ensemble class with 33 
students. Additionally, students were scheduled into smaller brass and woodwind classes 
of 40 and 60, respectively. The band program had three directors, one of them being Ted, 
who were responsible for the operation of the band program.  
Independence  
Independence High served grades nine through twelve in a Title I setting and 
earned a C rating from the state for the last two years. The vision of the school included a 
focus on developing students to become life-long, independently driven learners and 
leaders. According to the most recent available school climate reports from 2017–2018 
school year, on a scale of one to five, five being the highest, results from a student poll 
indicated that enrolled students who completed the poll rated their feeling of safety at the 




school leaders promoted a safe and productive learning environment. Parent perceptions 
data were not reported, according to the report, due to insufficient data to graph the 
results such as low parent participation in the survey process. However, in the year 
before, 2016–2017 school year, parent perceptions were reported at a level four out of 
five in the areas of communication from the school to home, parent/caregiver 
information, academic quality, and school quality.  
At the high school level, Independence offered guitar and five levels of band. The 
school also offered the International Baccalaureate Program (IB) in music. The band 
included 37 students in a Band 1 or beginning band class and 34 students in a mixed level 
class of Band 2 through Band 5 students. The IB students were also placed in this class, 
but the IB curriculum was taught after school. Independence also had four class periods 
of music appreciation, and those four classes combined for a total of 199 students. In 
addition to the band classes, Independence offered marching band after school but did not 
have a jazz band. 
Participants 
Participants included two secondary school instrumental music ensemble directors 
and two school administrators who served as their evaluators. The four participants 
represented one middle school and one high school. Participants had the research 
described to them and signed a consent form (see Appendix A) prior to any involvement, 
and all participants were familiar with the procedures and practices of the evaluation 
system as outlined by the district. Additionally, participants who were given a copy of the 




from me fully explaining the research.  
District Level Administrators 
As Assistant Principals at Evergreen and Independence, respectively, Veronica 
and Victor were directly responsible for the official teacher observation, feedback, and 
evaluation of the music teacher participants. Specifically, the district-defined job duties 
for Assistant Principals included, in part, the observing of all teachers in the building, 
conducting teaching evaluations, including the coaching of teachers, developing teachers 
as instructional leaders, reporting of observations, and the sharing of observations with 
the observed teachers.  
Veronica  
After a 26-year-long career in the army—which included Veronica’s 
achievements of reaching the rank of Sergeant Major and earning degrees in Professional 
Aeronautics, Secondary Education, and Curriculum and Instruction—this intelligent, 
ambitious individual began her second career as an educator in 2006. She first taught 
high school English Language Arts for 7 years. She then began serving in the current 
position of Assistant Principal, a position she has held at this school for seven years. She 
makes her first impression as the class began to assemble for their rehearsal. Veronica 
entered the room dressed in smart, professional attire. As she surveyed the room you 
could sense the sort of military presence she had gained from her career in the Army. 
Veronica exuded a poise and assurance of her own worth and a confidence in her ability 
to perform her duties as evaluator and instructional leader. Her presence reflected a 




grandmother, willing to give you anything your mother forbids. The students and teacher 
were fully engaged in setting up for class as Veronica took a seat prearranged by Ted, the 
teacher under evaluation. I noticed Veronica’s slight wrinkles, telling of her age and 
reflective of her rich experience. With clipboard in hand, her shoulder length, curly, black 
hair draped her oval face which revealed a kind smile. Her eyes, though slightly tired, 
were gentle, sympathetic, and compassionate. Veronica smiled, mouthed a “hello,” and 
handed me a manila folder that included a copy of the rubric she would be using as well 
as the pre-observation document that the teacher completed prior to the observation. The 
attentiveness in her brown eyes combined with a kind smile that was uncharacteristic of 
her former army rank was like a marquee communicating her amiable, welcoming charm 
as she proceeded through the evaluation process.  
Victor  
Victor, an administrator of 9 years, was already seated as I entered the band room 
at Independence High School. This tall, bald gentleman was seated in an isolated area in 
the back, just behind the tenor saxes to the right of the podium. With computer on his lap, 
his taut hands were busy typing. He seemed preoccupied with e multitasking as he 
shuffled some papers on his lap while simultaneously attempting to type. He made no eye 
contact with me, the students, or the teacher as I unstacked a chair from the same side of 
the room and placed it near where he was seated. I sat down. He did not speak. Having 
never met Victor prior to this point, I assumed he was the administrator completing the 
observation based on his positioning in the room and his demeanor. He remained 




class and began by introducing Victor to the students and explained the purpose for 
Victor being in the room, which verified my assumptions. Victor peeked up from his 
computer with a quick glance, a half smile as if to acknowledge the introduction, then 
continued to type. As the teacher began instruction, Victor only occasionally peered up, 
adjusted his glasses, and scanned the room. His posture was settled but stern or closed. 
His demeanor was much like what I would have expected from Veronica based on her 
military background. His expression and bearing remained stoic and focused throughout 
much of the observation of Tim. At one point of the rehearsal, he leaned forward, elbows 
on his knees as if he were looking for something to occur or develop, but then returned to 
his original, settled position, remaining silent. Victor was all business. 
Teachers 
The two music educators in this study, Ted and Tim, were responsible for 
teaching band at their respective schools. Because of my experience as a middle school 
band director for the last four years in The District, I was acquainted with both Tim and 
Ted and they were somewhat acquainted with me. This relationship was helpful in that 
they felt comfortable allowing me to observe and be a part of their (post-observation) 
evaluative conference. Both teachers were eager to participate in this study as shown by 
their diligence in returning all phone calls, emails, and texts as well as assisting in 
arrangements for all observations and meetings. 
Ted  
The silvery white hair, goatee, and silver eyeglass frames, combined with one of 




captured the essence of Ted’s personality. Ted, with 15 years of experience in education, 
a degree in philosophy, and a performance certificate from Julliard, had already given the 
students instructions to set up and be prepared to share their observations of the recording 
they could hear. Students of his jazz band class became busy setting up while listening to 
“Signed, Sealed, Delivered” by Stevie Wonder being played over a speaker loud enough 
to cover the typical set up noises associated with middle school band students. Ted had 
started the lesson before the administrator had entered the room.  
The space was about half the size of a typical band room. It was actually part of a 
storage area they had to utilize for the jazz class in order to accommodate the program’s 
growth. Students were seated in a jazz band formation: saxes, then trombones, then 
trumpets from my left to my right. I was seated on the right side of the room, facing the 
far left. The front board was on my left, and Ted was directly in front of me some of the 
time but roamed the room actively engaging students in conversation or assisting them. 
Once students were set up, instruction began immediately. He gently reminded the 
students of the classroom expectations when replying to a posed question. Ted’s voice, 
though direct, was polite, quiet, and understated, reflecting the gentle demeaner of the 
famous Mr. Rogers.  
He continued with the rehearsal opening by asking the students to share any 
observations of the song recording. As the jazz band students began to share their 
observations, Ted continued to raise their awareness through open-ended questioning 
such as “What style do you think it is? What kind of group do you think it is? What are 




affirming to any answer a student provided. He casually walked from one side to the 
other interacting with students, providing enthusiastic praise for responses, and even 
joking along with them when one student said, “It’s got a SANGER!”—which then led to 
the students identifying Stevie Wonder. A few students continued to make final 
classroom set up by moving a chair, but it did not disrupt Ted’s flow or seem to affect his 
ability to instruct.  
He smoothly transitioned from the opening activity into a warm-up where he 
continued to move around the room and encourage individual students. He also kept 
enough distance and a posture that made them comfortable enough to try, and to 
experiment, to make mistakes, and to provide opportunities for students to continue to 
offer feedback and observations. His rapport with the students was apparent. The way he 
spoke to them, the way they—when not playing their instruments—followed him with 
their heads and eyes as he moved around the room, the lighthearted way he corrected 
them when needed, and how he joked with them when appropriate were all signals of a 
positive, trusting, and respectful rapport between teacher and student.  
Tim  
Dressed in dark slacks, a white long-sleeved shirt and long black tie, key lanyard 
hanging from pocket, Tim, a band director working in his 21st year of teaching, was 
energetically working to begin class. The space was an aged band room with 75% of the 
floor covered in a light brown Berber carpet, the other 25%, in the front of the room, was 
tiled with a beige, commercial laminate tile. The students were getting seated in a concert 




room, was my left. Trophies from the program’s long history adorned the side and back 
walls on high shelves. The walls were covered with a carpet-like material that was a little 
lighter than the floor but showed clear signs of age.  
As students were setting up, Tim walked over and handed Victor and me a grade 
sheet for the upcoming new nine-week grading period. He then settled the students down 
with a “Listen up!”, and very briefly introduced Victor and me to the class. Next, he 
proceeded with a few announcements that included “last call for grade sheets,” and a 
preview of the upcoming grade sheet assignments. Finally, stressing a sense of urgency in 
getting started he said, “We got a lot of getting’ on, to get on! Alright? We got a lot a 
gettin’ on.” Tim then led his students in a basic warm up. He began with a quick full 
group articulation exercise. He sang a rhythm “Ta-ta-ta-ta Tah Tah” and said, “on a 
concert F,” counted them off, “one-and-two-and-ready-and-AND!” and the group 
repeated the rhythm on a concert F pitch. Next he had the students perform it individually 
in a round robin fashion around the room. He offered no feedback; he just had each 
student go through it. Afterward he stepped back on the podium and had the full group do 
it once again.  
Much of this portion of the rehearsal involved individual student practice. He 
continued to talk to the students, yelling, “Listen up!” while some still continued to 
quietly play in the background, along with some other indistinct sounds. He provided 
time for the students to complete their own individual warm-up for two minutes. His 
attention getter was “Listen up!” As the students engaged, he continued to walk around. 




he was going to “throw a curveball” at them today and suggested they take any scale that 
they knew really well and take 20 seconds to go through that scale. The students started 
playing before he finished the sentence. He continued to scurry around the room. He 
avoided stepping on the podium. Then he gave them “Slow all state, all state, or fast all 
state” and try scales at a speed that they could handle. The full group started to play after 
he counted them off, but all at their own speeds. As they began, he walked around, 
listened, and even did a little dance. His movements were quick as he darted around the 
room with controlled, zestful excitement, until the time for the individual warm-up had 
passed. His eight years of experience at the middle school level, 12 at the high school 
level, and his training in music education were apparent in his interaction with the 
students. His conversation style with the students was very informal and very 
encouraging. His energy and spirit were contagious as he counted the students in with a 
metered “1-2-ready, and AND!” He made connections with each student in the room. He 
engaged the entire group, offering demonstrations on trumpet and encouragement to try, 
no matter how difficult the task. His interaction style was indicative of the optimism he 





CHAPTER 5: FINDINGS 
This section contains the results of the discourse analysis and addresses how 
situated meanings, figured worlds, and discourses are used (a) to build significance in the 
music teacher evaluation process, (b) in the exchange of social goods in the music teacher 
evaluation process, and (c) in describing the relationships in the music teacher evaluation 
process. Additionally, since verbal and nonverbal communication can make the same 
words mean different things or be interpreted differently depending on the accompanying 
facial expression, posture, speaker’s position, or even tone of voice, the nonverbal 
communication is examined in addition to the verbal and written communication. The 
description of the nonverbal behaviors and gestures, as much of the ambiance as possible, 
and a vivid picture of the environment is included to portray the degree of comfort or 
discomfort between the participants in the communication process during the post-
observation conference. Additionally, this section includes sample demographic 
summaries, biographical summaries, descriptive information gathered from the 
observations, and tables to supplement the summaries. This examination of the 
conversational/evaluative exchange between the music teacher and evaluator can then be 
interpreted as to how the context, language-in-use, nonverbal interaction, or relationship 
may influence what is being said, not said, done and/or valued in the music teacher 




Overview of the Conferences 
Setting  
Both post-observation conferences took place in the respective administrators’ 
office. Veronica’s office was spacious. Her desk was toward the back left of the room as 
one entered it, with the right side of her desk closest to the wall and facing the door. Just 
in front of her desk were two small office chairs. Near the door was a small bookshelf 
and behind her were two taller bookshelves full of books and resources. Her decorations 
included the typical family and friend photos as well as educational resource books and 
knick-knacks. Veronica had observed Tim for 48 minutes and 41 seconds two weeks 
earlier, and the post-observation conference took place in the morning, 14 days after the 
observation. The conference lasted 25 minutes and 24 seconds. 
Victor also completed the post-observation conference in his office. The room 
was a somewhat narrow rectangular shape. A large desk sat in the center of the room 
facing the door. In front of the desk, and to the left as one faced the door, were a 
refrigerator and a microwave. There were two short black leather and wood armchairs 
directly in from of the desk and just a small walking space between the back of the chairs 
and the wall. The door was in front of and to the right of the desk. Behind him and to his 
right stood a large bookshelf. Directly behind him was a large bulletin board with a black 
background and 13 pieces of paper that included calendars, schedules, and maps. They 
were located neatly on the board with two rows of four papers and one row of five 
underneath them. On the wall to his right, adjacent to the door, was an open whiteboard 




of water which he poured into a McDonalds cup at the beginning of the meeting. Victor 
had observed Tim for a little over 35 minutes. Victor and Tim met twice for post-
observation communication. The first meeting was 8 days after the observation of the 
lesson. This conference lasted just under four minutes, during which time Victor simply 
read the post-observation questions and the answers that Tim had provided. The second 
one occurred 16 days after the observation and lasted 20 minutes. It is this post-
observation conference that was analyzed. 
Conversation Style 
According to communication principles, there are four basic styles of 
communication: passive, aggressive, passive aggressive, and assertive. These models 
tend to describe the communication styles of individuals within a conversation, such as 
directness versus indirectness, and the ability or willingness of the individual to listen, 
question, or do both. Similarly, there are four principles of conversation: turn taking, 
cooperation, politeness, and dialogue. These concepts describe the type of interaction 
observed during a conversation. Within those principles of conversation lies types of 
conversation described in various ways by various scholars and professionals. Angel 
(2016), a conflict consultant, described the verbal interactions between participants in a 
conversation as discourse, dialogue, diatribe, or debate, and those interaction styles can 
be described as one-way or two-way, cooperative or competitive. Within conversation 
styles, discourse then, is a one-way cooperative style of communication where the 
purpose is solely to deliver information. Conversely, diatribe is a one-way style of 




two-way communication that is cooperative. Its purpose is to exchange information and 
build relationships. Debate is two-way conversation that is competitive and centers on 
winning or convincing others of a perspective. This conversation styles model is the lens 
I used to portray the conversation between the participants because this model focuses 
more on the interaction between the individuals rather than the individuals’ 
communication style. 
The conversation style observed between Veronica and Ted can be described as 
dialogue. The communication was very two-way with both asking questions, responding, 
and turn taking. They were exchanging information based on the rehearsal Veronica had 
observed by. For example, the opening statement by Veronica, “So you think it went 
well…the lesson?” opened the conversation with room for Ted to respond and take a turn 
in the conversation. Or when Ted asked Veronica, “Um, was there…a spot anywhere in 
that um that you thought was too slow or that I lost them for a while?”, Ted invited 
Veronica to respond and take a turn. Exchanges like these were common in Veronica and 
Ted’s conversation. The conversation between Tim and Victor, however, was very 
different. It was predominantly one-way with Victor delivering most of the information 
to Tim and Tim offering an occasional interjection. There was very little turn taking or 
questioning of information based on the lesson that took place. In fact, the discussion 
between Tim and Victor was very direct but appeared strained at times, and the 
relationship seemed born of necessity. For example, as Victor was getting seated, there 
was an initial small talk greeting by Victor of “How you doin’ today,” but neither made 




second awkward silence. Tim did not extend the question back to Victor, and Victor did 
not respond to the answer. Tim did attempt to make eye contact, but when it was not 
returned, he looked back down at the clipboard and papers in his lap. Victor was focused 
on setting up his laptop. Once Victor began speaking again, there was very little verbal 
exchange. Victor spoke, and Tim nodded his head in agreement or interjected with 
single-word or single-sound agreements. For example, whereas the opening statement 
between Veronica and Ted concluded with a question that generated more dialogue, 
Victor’s opening statement was “Ok, Tim, this is your next step meeting”; although Tim 
did interject a “yes, sir,” there was no conversational invitation for Ted to respond. In 
fact, Victor’s next statement was just a continuation of his opening statement: “slash, um, 
also continuation of post conference.” For much of this conversation, Tim’s only 
response was a head nod at every verbal pause Victor took. The first conversational 
invitation to respond in this discussion was a question by Victor seeking clarification that 
Tim had seen the written communication in the system, to which Tim responded simply, 
“Mmhmm.” The conversation continued with Victor outlining the expectations he had of 
Tim moving forward, and Tim’s continued short interjections such as “Mmhmm,” 
“yeah,” “that’s true,” “Ok” or “sounds good.” Therefore, the conversation style between 
Tim and Victor can best be described as a discourse.  
Supervisory Style 
In his book, Doerksen (2006) suggested that supervisors needed a wide range of 
leadership styles in working with teachers at various stages of development and pointed 




study, or the Situational Leadership model developed by Hersey and Blanchard in 1982 
(Hersey et al., 1982). The styles were defined by task behavior and a relationship 
behavior, and those behaviors were identified as high or low. (Doerksen, 2006). Doerksen 
summarized the styles as high-task, low-relationship, Low-task low relationship, and so 
on. The styles could also be summarized and described as “telling,” “selling,” 
“participating,” and “delegating” to describe the style of the supervisor. I applied these 
supervisory styles to the analysis of Victor and Veronica.  
During the conference, Veronica’s supervisory style could be described as a high-
relationship/low task, or “participating” interaction. Doerksen (2006) explained that this 
type of relationship is a “participating” one in which the “leader and follower or 
followers share in decision-making through two-way communication” (p. 53). This 
supervisory style is characterized by the supervisor providing recognition, emotional 
support, friendly interaction, and psychological “strokes.” Some examples from Veronica 
include when she read part of the rubric to Ted in the beginning of the conference and 
followed up with “You nailed it right there!” In another part of the conference, Veronica 
and Ted were discussing how Ted was able to get his students to give and receive 
feedback so easily; and after his response, she indicated that ability was such a stellar 
reflection on him because it wasn’t happening in core classes and that core teachers could 
learn from him. These are just a few examples of the type of recognition, support, and 
interaction between Veronica and Ted.  
Victor’s supervisory style could be described as high task/low relationship 




way communication in which the leader defines the role of the followers and tells them 
what, how, when, and where to do various tasks” (p. 53). It refers to the supervisor 
defining the job, giving directions, and letting the teacher know what is expected. Victor 
demonstrated a considerable effort in emphasizing task accomplishment and making sure 
the expectations were clear with statements such as “where I see you as it relates to 
building the program…”, “my charge to you, going forward is…” and providing a list of 
tasks such as expanding student leadership and drawing in the talent that is already in the 
school.  
It is important to note that, as Doerksen suggested, administrators need a wide 
array of styles to work with teachers at various stages of development. Therefore, these 
descriptions are not necessarily indicative of Veronica or Victor’s leadership style or 
even their overarching supervisory style with all teachers, but rather, are indicative of the 
supervisory interaction style with these specific teachers at this current stage in the 
teachers’ development. 
Conversation Content  
The conversation content was analyzed to determine and describe similarities and 
differences that occurred within the context of the evaluation of these music teachers. The 
points of dialogue related to each category provide a glimpse into what each participant 
valued, the relationship of the participants, and the similarities and differences between 
the dyads. Conversational descriptions were utilized to describe the style of conversation 
or dialogue between the two participants. Most of the dialogue fell into the following four 




Checks for Understanding  
Dialogue categorized under this heading refers to comments or questions seeking 
clarification of something that was said during the conference, on an evaluation form, or 
was observed during the classroom observation. In the conversation between Veronica 
and Ted, analysis of the text revealed that seeking clarification of something that was said 
or seen during the conference or during the classroom observation occurred frequently. 
Veronica often asked questions to check for understanding based on what she saw during 
the lesson. For example, her opening question to Ted was, “So you think it went well, the 
lesson?” This question was based on her observation as well as the written post-
observation questions to which Ted responded prior to the post-observation conference. 
Veronica did similar checks for understanding such as “Did they um, talk about that 
much later?” She also checked for understanding by asking Ted questions related to his 
pedagogy. One example is when she asked, “How do you get them to give any 
feedback?” Ted also sought clarification on his performance by asking if there were any 
areas of the lesson where Veronica thought the instruction or activities were too slow, or 
if she observed any time where he lost student interest.  
In the conversation with Tim and Victor, their checking for understanding 
comments were more related to clarification of discourse rather than of observed 
behaviors, actions, or comments surrounding the instruction during the lesson. For 
example, Victor clarified a statement he made earlier in the conversation by saying, “No, 
I’m talking about as far as…”, and another example when he said, “Well, when I say that 




question when Victor asked Tim, “What do you want to see take place”? Tim followed 
by repeating the question, as if asking Victor for clarification, and Victor replied by 
clarifying with “Where do you see it? Where do you want to see it go?” referring to the 
direction of the program as a whole. 
Colleagues  
Comments or questions involving other teachers or administrators were 
considered in this category. A few statements regarding other teachers or students were 
mentioned by both participants in both conversations. Veronica and Ted mentioned 
colleagues or teachers of other areas in general observation and/or comparison. Veronica 
mentioned two core subjects, English Language Arts and Socials Studies, as she 
compared the pedagogical tricks of the trade that are used by arts teachers. She suggested 
that academic teachers could benefit from such techniques. Ted mentioned other 
teachers’ ability to do “1-2-3,” referencing a particular structure he had observed in other 
classrooms. Veronica commented on the comfort level she observed in the students as she 
watched Ted physically adjust the way students were holding their instrument. She 
commented on how the typical middle school student, in her mind, would cringe at 
someone encroaching on their space. Ted mentioned how he never really noticed his 
approach to or students’ response to him fixing their horn position, embouchure or 
posture through physical touch. The impression during this exchange was that he felt it 
was just “part of the job” or a necessary aspect of the subject area and that her noticing 
that element really made him think about the trust the kids have in him. However, he also 




In the case of Tim and Victor, colleagues were mentioned quite a bit. Victor 
predominantly gave directives for Tim to utilize other colleagues’ resources and 
expertise, such as the dance coach’s connection with the middle school cheer and dance 
coach, in an effort to build the program. With a focus on building the program, not 
improving instruction, Victor suggested resources such as directors from other area 
schools, coaches from a nearby feeder, and administrators at his school. There was no 
mention of utilizing colleagues to improve instruction. 
Feedback  
The post-observation conversation addressed in this section includes comments or 
questions providing performance feedback or a response. Direct and Indirect feedback 
was a major portion of the conversational exchanges. Veronica’s direct feedback referred 
specifically to the observation and the pedagogy of Ted, while indirect feedback was 
often related to basic responses to statements or questions of clarification. For example, 
Veronica often referred to specific aspects of the rehearsal observed and repeatedly 
referred to the rubric to validate or invalidate techniques or concerns she saw displayed 
by Ted. Ted’s response to how he felt the rehearsal went was categorized as indirect 
feedback; he was providing feedback to Veronica’s question, but it was not directly 
addressed to a specific action or comment in the rehearsal itself. Other indirect feedback 
included responses of agreement from both participants such as “ok” or “Mmhmm” or 
“right.” Veronica provided direct feedback with statements about Ted’s performance. Her 
feedback was typically specific: “I like the way you put your questions” or when she read 




the domains “at the highest level.” Veronica made pedagogical comments that were 
direct and specific in nature and were in reference to the pedagogical examples Ted from 
displayed during the lesson. An example would include a reference to his questioning 
technique when she said,  
“…and your questioning about, ok “What did this group have in common? What 
did they all have in common? What were they doing?” Those type of questions (2) 
caused them to think a little deeper. Not just watch it. Because I think a lot of 
times our kids are watching. They see something, they watch it, they don’t even 
really realize what’s going on…but they've seen it or it…but they missed a lot of 
the details. But I think your questioning took ‘em straight to it.” 
Or later in the discussion she said,  
“I like the way you put your questions. Because you said, “ok, what can they do? 
What did you do? And again, it allows everybody to hear, hear it, um, and get 
feedback whether it’s for that person, one trumpet player, or the rest of them, or 
trombones, or whatever.” 
She also discussed her observation of his strong student engagement and probed Ted for 
feedback by asking him questions regarding how he has continued to develop the skills 
she observed the students demonstrating: 
“Um you have some students in there I would say that don’t talk as much. That 
you ask questions but they just kinda stay in the background. How do you get 
them to give any feedback? How do you get them to come out?”  




I think it’s just ongoing. Uh, obviously there’s just a bunch of kids in that 
particular class, in any class, that are very comfortable saying whatever they 
want sometimes way too much. yeah. And then there’s others that are just natural 
observers. Um, so occasionally, and I don’t think I do it often enough, but 
occasionally I’ll find a…a moment that requires an observer mentality.  
In the case of Tim, Victor primarily directed his feedback to actions steps for Tim 
to take. Comments focused on the non-instruction responsibilities outlined in Domain 4 
of the evaluation rubric rather than on actual classroom performance or on the lesson 
observed. Victor’s comments were largely centered around suggestions or directives for 
improving the band program as a whole. Victor’s comments included suggestions such 
as, 
“My charge to you, going forward is for you to identify the sister school you’re 
going to work with…uh within this area whether, like I said, whether it be 
[omitted], whether it be [omitted], whether it be [omitted], whether it be 
[omitted], in this area, uh, to identify that sister school that meets our…our 
demographical similarities to build a program see what they’re doing, um, how 
they’re doing community outreach, how can we take some of the things, the best 
practices that they are doing and um, simulate them here to build our program as 
well as looking at our feeder schools.”  
The overall feedback included increasing numbers in the program, reaching out to 
students on campus not involved in band, and becoming more involved in community 




program. There were only two general statements made by Victor in the area of 
pedagogy. He quickly summarized Tim’s performance, saying,  
“As far as elements throughout the domains, you were either effective or highly 
effective. Great rapport with students, uhh…you established a culture of learning 
within for those students in the band room…uhhm…you’ve set some great um 
instructional outcomes for them both in theory as it relates to the actual plans and 
in practice and application as it relates to the actual performance pieces. So, I 
give you kudos for for for that. For us moving forward now and a matter of 
building the program. 
Tim’s responses were predominantly head nods with occasional soft interjections such as 
“mmhmm,” “sure,” or “ok.” When given the conversational opportunity to respond to 
and with feedback, Tim spoke enthusiastically and intensely about needing assistance 
with scheduling (an issue not mentioned by Victor) in order to improve the numbers in 
band. Tim said,  
“Uh, I’d love to see us, you know get 60 plus, right now we're at about 35 active 
performing members,” he continued with descriptions of his current situation and 
then added, “I want to grow. Uh scheduling is a huge problem. Is a HUGE 
problem. I cannot stress that enough. Scheduling is a huge problem. Getting kids 
in the right kids in the right classes has been a nightmare this year.”  
Again, he continued with a description of the scheduling issues encountered and ended 
with,  




uh, it’s a huge issue. And I, and I,… I’m… I need help with that. Because, when I 
send lists—and I understand like English 3 or English 1 or math or Algebra, 
whatever it is, there’s certain blocks that those are offered, but…scheduling is a 
huge problem. That is one of the roadblocks that I’m facing. 
Victor listened intently, with hands folded, then replied, “Ok. We’re gonna look into 
that.” Then he proceeded to recap his directives, and the meeting ended. 
General Observation  
Both Veronica and Ted made comments made about lesson content, behaviors, 
planning, and organization that were unrelated to the specific lesson observed. Discussion 
ranged from the condition of the room where instruction occurred and how it had 
changed from previous years to a general observation of how well Ted managed student 
behavior. As the two were discussing student engagement and how Ted was able to 
engage the shy students, Ted shared interesting observations on how music students 
“speak” differently in band class than in other classes, and Veronica tied it back to the 
evaluation rubric: 
“The other thing I want to add to that is I think instrumentalist oftentimes speak 
through their instrument. They’re not vocalists, they’re not actors, they’re 
instrumentalists. So sometimes I’ll look at that shy kid and they will play 
something in a way that’s louder, or uh, more extroverted, than everybody else. 
And, I won’t ask them to talk, I’ll just ask [the class], “Did you hear how they 
played that? That’s what we’re after. This is the thing…and…’cuz that’s them 




Veronica engaged throughout his explanation by interjecting “Good point!” several 
times, then ended with referencing his performance to the discourse of the rubric. She 
said, “That’s a good point. And it goes back to how the rubric talks about different 
learners.”  
Interestingly, Veronica and Ted’s conversation primarily remained focused on 
instruction, pedagogy, and the lesson observed. There was no mention of non-
instructional responsibilities during the post-observation conference between Veronica 
and Ted. 
 In contrast, Tim and Victor spoke extensively about non-instructional 
responsibilities. However, there was reference to certain procedures related to the 
evaluation process. The conversation, like the feedback, centered around what other 
schools were doing to make their band programs successful and how Tim could 
monopolize on those connections to improve his own band program, rather than 
observations of the classroom rehearsal. The conversation consisted predominantly of 
Victor dictating the expectations of Ted in developing and building the enrollment in the 
band program.  
Building Tasks 
According to Gee (2011a), language is used to say, do, and be things. In any 
conversation, each participant filters language through seven building tasks because 
language gives meaning and value to things in the world (Gee, 2011a). Individuals use 
language to make things meaningful or important, enact a specific role or identity, build, 




valuable and worth having (Gee, 1999, 2011a). In this study, the dialogue that occurred 
during the post-observation conference between music teacher and evaluator was 
analyzed to determine how significance, politics (social goods) and relationships were 
built through the language-in-use.  
Building Significance  
Significance refers to the ways in which language is used to make things 
“significant or important” in diverse ways or to lower the significance or importance of 
something (Gee, 2011a). The idea is that humans build significance, which is the 
identification of something being either important or trivial, through language and that 
those things are not made important or trivial by themselves. In any communication, 
words or grammatical devices are being used to build up or lessen the importance or 
relevance of certain thing. In this study, given what was said and how it was said, the 
speakers built significance to things through verbal or written statement, implication of 
an idea, or exclusion of a thing—often through direct statement, repetition of a statement 
or idea, or omission of a statement—all of which were influenced by what Gee (2011a) 
referred to as the participants’ “big D” Discourse, figured worlds, and situated meanings 
of discourse.  
Some of the verbal or written statements made by the participants built 
significance (or value) of things and downplayed the significance of other things 
associated with the music teacher evaluation process through direct statements. For 
example, Veronica downplayed the value of the third part of the evaluation process by 




conversation by saying “So…we’re back again…for this…for this last part, which 
is…mm…I like the middle part, which is observing. This part three is like....unnecessary 
action.” Later in the conversation, Veronica built significance on getting students hooked 
and interested by describing it as the “epitome of teaching.” She emphasized the value of 
student rapport by making multiple statements on the topic such as describing how she 
observed that he “nailed” student interest not because they were music students but 
because he knew what his students liked, understood what they were into, and how he 
“hooked them” with the Michael Jackson video which glued them and drew them into 
anything he had to say about it from that point. In another instance, she used repetition to 
emphasize the significance of Ted reaching the mark at the “highest level,” repeating that 
phrase three times in the conversation. She reflected on the discourse of the rubric and 
identified areas of significance where Ted hit the mark, such as the example above. 
Through use of language and repetition of ideas, the value Veronica placed on student 
rapport and reaching students was evident.  
In analyzing the dialogue, the teachers in this study placed value on areas that 
differed from their administrators and each other. One example is that Ted articulated 
value in the structured approach he had observed in other teachers that he deemed 
successful. Ted described the structure approach as being a “1-2-3” kind of teacher, that 
he was not an educational “box checker” nor “traditional” but inquired about how he 
could improve his own patterns of structure—an area in which he felt he was lacking. 
The idea of the value Ted placed on a structured style was further emphasized when Ted 




last minute, and identified it as a “risk.” Veronica expressed her valuation of the 
significance of such structure when she indicated to Ted that she disagreed with him by 
saying “I don’t say that. I don’t think you can teach 1-2-3.” This exchange is an example 
of a difference of opinion, of significance, of figured worlds.  
In the dialogue with Tim and Victor, Tim indicated that proper scheduling was 
significant. In fact, he used the words “huge problem” or “huge issue” five times. The 
repetition of the statement indicates the significance of the topic for Tim. Victor’s 
response was, “Ok. We’re going to look into that.” The lack of further discussion on the 
subject posed challenges in the interpretation. It could be interpreted that Victor places 
little value on scheduling, in direct contrast to Tim, or it could be interpreted as a 
postponement of valuation on Victor’s part because he needed more information or more 
time to process.  
Victor chose to focus his post-observation conference time on the development of 
the band program. In this Discourse it was evident that, for Victor, building the program 
held significant value both to the institution (the Discourse of the school) and in the 
growth of Tim, as he emphasized Victor’s placement of value or significance on the 
development of the instrumental music program and downplayed the significance of 
instruction or one of the other areas of the evaluation rubric. Victor identified Domain 4, 
Professional Development, as the most relevant area of the evaluation rubric significant 
to Tim’s growth as a teacher. Victor’s interpretation of the discourse in Domain 4 of the 
rubric, Professional Responsibilities, included the responsibility of the teacher to increase 




class or a core class where school policy dictates class size.  
Given the context of music teacher evaluation and the discourse shared in the 
dialogue between Victor and Tim, both attributed “success” to having numbers, that is, 
increased enrollment, in the band. Victor provided Tim with suggestions on how to 
increase the enrollment in band through recruiting. He suggested pulling in students from 
outside of the school’s feeder pattern and drawing in the talent from within the school to 
build the program. Additionally, Victor suggested that Tim consider the quality of the 
experience students have when involved with the program by saying how parents will 
pull students out if they are not excited. In his response to Victor, Tim addressed numbers 
in a more quantitative manner by stating the exact number he hoped to have, the exact 
number he currently had, and how the difference between the two were a measure of 
success to him in the context of building the program. In this case, both Victor and Tim’s 
definition of the term success as it related to Tim’s success as a teacher included an 
increased number of students enrolled in the band program.  
The language within the elements of the communication section (4c) of the rubric 
included the measurements of frequency of family communication on both the 
instructional program and on individual student progress, and the attempts to engage 
families. The discourse of the rubric indicated that “frequent and successful” behaviors 
are considered highly effective, and the lack of or sporadic attempts is unsatisfactory. 
However, “frequency” was not discussed quantitatively between Victor and Tim, 
although it is a part of the discourse of the rubric. Victor indicated he wanted Tim to 




indication of how frequency would be defined. Additionally, the definition of those 
words could hold various situated meanings within the Discourse of the institution or the 
state that could have influenced the dialogue between Victor and Tim. For Tim to process 
and achieve the parent communication directive given by Victor in the feedback, both he 
and Victor would need to establish a clear, quantitative understanding of that term as it 
applies to parent and stakeholder communication. Furthermore, the qualitative nature of 
those calls should be discussed.  
Building Politics (Social Goods) 
Social goods are at stake within the context of music teacher evaluation because, 
as Gee would argue, if no one cared about having effective teachers in the classroom nor 
cared about the growth of a teacher as an individual, then no social goods would exist in 
the context of music teacher evaluation. However, those are the very reasons for teacher 
evaluation. Within the context of music teacher evaluation, a high score of the teacher 
evaluation could be considered a social good as it leads directly to pay, and there is 
“value” in being called or considered a “highly effective” teacher. In this study, I identify 
and describe social goods enacted through the language-in-use.  
In the context of this study, an obvious social good would be the overall rating 
given at the end of the teacher evaluation; however, none of the participants articulated 
that verbally during the discussions. The only mention of a score or rating in the 
conversation between Veronica and Ted was when she told Ted that he “hit those 
domains at the highest!” and repeated “At the highest” for emphasis. In Victor and Tim’s 




either effective or highly effective,” which was the only mention of a rating. Surprisingly, 
in this particular discussion with their administrator, the teacher participants never used 
language concerning the overall teacher rating that was at stake in the process.  
In Victor and Tim’s conversation, however, there was language that implied a 
different social good. Victor indicated that the survival of the band program itself was at 
stake. Specifically, Victor spoke about winning a battle with administration. He said, 
“We have to have a plan of action and how will this plan of action going to impact the 
school as a whole.” This is an example of how the Discourse of the institution influenced 
the dialogue in the post-observation conference and perhaps the evaluation. Victor 
continued with a specific directive for Tim by saying, “see how you can build a case for 
the extension, building, and scheduling your program is going to enhance both the culture 
and the climate” of the school and how he could take it to the next level. He closed with, 
“That’s how we win that fight. We don’t win that fight based on x, y and z, but we win 
that fight when we can […] can tie our validity to the growth of the school.” The use of 
the terms fight, and battle are indicators of something being at stake. In this case, it could 
potentially be employment for Tim and an opportunity for students.  
Building Relationships 
We relate to others based on the different identities we take them to have. Gee 
offered a simple example that one can speak as the “chair” of a committee in one 
moment, and in the next moment speak as a peer to the same individual. (Gee, 2011b). In 
the context of music teacher evaluation, the identities of administrator, instructional 




and the relationship building. The Discourse and figured worlds of each participant plays 
a direct role in what each considers normal. As a result, relationship was much harder to 
detect through verbal language in this context and setting. However, the nonverbal clues 
offered some insight into the type of relationship that had been built or was in place.  
The relationships were not a direct result of the post-observation conference and 
can be assumed to have been influenced in other ways than just the language of this post-
observation conference. For example, the relationships and the interactions did not start 
with the post-observation conference but perhaps during the preplanning period in the 
case of Victor and Tim—whereas this was Victor’s first year at Independence—or 
perhaps through previous years’ observations and interactions in the case of Veronica and 
Ted. However, based on the context of the situation, it can be assumed that both Victor’s 
and Veronica’s role and relationship was that of evaluator and instructional leader and 
that both teachers’ identities were that of teacher and band director. In fact, Victor 
specifically articulated his definition of his role when he stated, “My job as your 
instructional leader is to support you and provide you with the resources necessary to 
make those things happen.”  
There are statements in the data that indicate Tim’s understanding (belief) and 
recognition of Victor’s role of authority. For example, Tim’s “Yes, sir” response to 
Victor’s statement could indicate his understanding that their relationship is relatively 
formal and deferential. Victor made a statement of “where I see you…as it relates to 
building the program,” which indicated he was operating within the relationship or 




there were statements in the data that indicate Ted’s understanding and recognition of 
Veronica operating in the identity or role of an instructional leader, such as when he 
asked questions about his performance, if she saw any off-task behaviors, and if she had 
any advice she could give him about becoming a more structured educator.  
The elements in Domain 4d of the evaluation rubric address relationships with 
colleagues, contribution in a culture of professional inquiry, school service opportunities, 
and participation in school and district programs. The discourse of the rubric represents 
the Discourse, or overall picture, of a highly effective teacher, an unsatisfactory teacher, 
and every teacher in between. The discourse distinguishes a teacher who is highly 
effective in this domain from one who is not meeting the expectation. However, other 
influences affect the interpretation of such discourse. For example, Victor’s expectation 
of Tim to reach out to colleagues is within the outline of the rubric, but Victor’s argument 
as implied by his statement that “…communicating [with] families extends farther than 
just mom, dad, grandmother….it’s stakeholders, business partners, schools, whether it’s 
our feeder schools or our sister schools in the area…” is an interpretation of the discourse 
within the rubric addressing relationships with colleagues. If Tim’s interpretation of 
colleagues, for example, only included other coworkers within the same building, then 
their Discourse would differ. The assessment of Tim’s performance in this domain could 






In this chapter, I described the verbal, written, and nonverbal communication 
within the music teacher post-observation conference through the lens of discourse 
analysis. Additionally, I described the setting to provide a more detailed image of the 
post-observation conference experience. The results of the analysis indicated that the 
language-in-use shaped the nature and quality of communication between music teachers 
and their evaluators within the process of music teacher evaluation.  
The overall evaluation process and rubric were the same. Both evaluators met the 
minimum requirements for observation times. The post-observation settings were similar, 
but the timing and process differed slightly with one pair having a separate meeting to 
read over the written responses the music teacher gave to post-observation questions. The 
discourse of the rubric gave no indication of significance in any one area but did offer or 
suggest a Discourse or a description the practices considered “normal,” “unacceptable,” 
and “exemplary” in the classroom. In that sense, significance was placed on a set of 
observable behaviors tied to a social good of a rating for the teacher.  
Although the rehearsals observed were very similar in content, yet the 
administrators focused on very different aspects of the music teacher’s performance 
during the post-observation conference. Aspects of the language in use may have 
contributed to the varied focus. There were many instances where participants used very 
direct language assigning value or significance to a subject. Additionally, situated 
meanings, figured worlds, and discourses were used in the exchange of social goods as 




influence or signal the building of relationship of the participants, but discourse was 
impacted by preconceived understandings (Discourse) of the relationship. Additionally, 
the nonverbal language-in-use was an indication of how discourses and such impacted the 
quality of communication in the process. 
The combination of the administrators’ supervisory style and the type of 
conversations or dialogue shared between the two pairs of participants created very 
different interactions in the post-observation conference. While one was a very two-way 
conversation with both participants sharing and requesting information, the other was a 
very one-sided discourse with little to no two-way conversing.  
The significance that was built through the language of the participants was easy 
to identify through analysis of the dialogue. Given that teacher evaluation is tied to 
teacher pay, social goods and significance are implied by the process itself. Therefore, it 
can be an assumption that the participants understand the social good at stake. As a result, 
the roles, specifically the roles of the administrators, are evident as well. However, it was 
also evident that the relationships built did not occur solely as a result of the language-in-
use during the post-observation conference, but it could be assumed that some type of 
relationship had already developed over time prior to the post-observation conference.  
Each participant entered the post-observation conference with a Discourse of what 
the other person’s role was within the social structure of the school, the classroom, and 
the evaluation process itself. That Discourse affected the nonverbal and verbal discourse 
within the dialogue of the post-observation conference. It is clear by the data that, 




communication style and relationship building are intertwined in the process. The 






CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this study was to analyze and describe the communication that 
occurs within the context of the music teacher evaluation process through the 
investigation of the language-in-use. It addressed three research questions: 
1. How are situated meanings, figured worlds, and discourses used to build 
significance in the music teacher evaluation process? 
2. How are situated meanings, figured worlds, and discourses used in the 
exchange of social goods in the music teacher evaluation process?  
3. How are situated meanings, figured worlds, and discourses used in describing 
the relationships in the music teacher evaluation process?  
In this chapter, I discuss the findings that were presented in Chapter 5 and their 
implications for understanding the role of communication within the music teacher 
evaluation process. I conclude with recommendations for future research. 
Discussion 
Beliefs, thoughts, words, actions, habits, and values are an intricate part of 
effective communication. As quoted in the beginning, the idea of one’s thoughts 
becoming their words, their words becoming their actions, actions becoming habits, 
becoming values, becoming destiny or outcome, is, in effect, the description of one’s 
Discourse and figured world. Based upon those facets, one makes interpretations of 
words, of what is said, and what is done. It is a part of how one interprets 
communication, and how one responds to communication. If music teachers and 




various facets of music teaching are to be judged accurately, then all these facets must be 
intensely and aptly understood. Effective, articulate communication in the music teacher 
evaluation process is crucial for the success of the purposes of music teacher evaluation 
and for the clarity in the perception of the process. Therefore, I chose to investigate one 
element of communication—the language-in-use within the context of music teacher 
evaluation—to analyze and describe how that language, was used to build and understand 
significance, social goods, and relationships in the music teacher evaluation process.  
The Building of Significance 
This research revealed ways in which evaluators and music educators built 
significance through the language-in-use in the music teacher evaluation process. The 
conversations during the post-observations revealed to me that the participants entered 
and navigated the process with differing emphasis or ideas of what was important. Based 
on the dialogue in the post-observation conferences in this study, it can be assumed (or 
concluded) that if a conversation about the important factors of the evaluation took place, 
it was not the type of dialogue that elucidated a common understanding and/or 
interpretation. 
Based on Gee’s (2011a) foundational work on discourse in social settings, these 
results indicate that the actions, words, values, and beliefs of the participants collectively 
played a role in shaping the music teacher evaluation process. For example, the language 
of the rubric placed no extra emphasis on any one area, and is designed to impart defined 
expected behaviors and competencies to help give the administrator an idea of what to 




brought their own ways of thinking, values, and beliefs into the process that influenced 
interpretations of the language. Such interpretations can be explained through Discourse 
or what a person believes to be “normal” in a classroom setting.  
According to Gee (2011a), the term Discourse (with a Capital D) is meant to 
encompass the ways in which people enact and recognize socially and historically kinds 
of people (teacher, band director, administrator, instructional leader) through well-
integrated combinations of language, actions, exchanges, beliefs, and ideals. The notion 
of “Big ‘D’ Discourse” sets a larger setting for the analysis of “discourse” (with a little 
“d”), that is, the analysis of language-in-use. The participants’ Discourse influenced their 
interpretations of what should have been reviewed, discussed, or considered in the post-
observation conference and throughout the evaluation process. 
 An example of Discourse impacting the process would be Victor’s feedback to 
Tim, which emphasized the necessity to build the program numbers. Victor’s discourse 
implied that increasing the number of students enrolled in band was a behavior or 
competency that measured the effectiveness of a music educator—a belief influenced by 
Victor’s interpretation of the language of Domain 4 of the rubric. A unified 
understanding and definition of the discourse is important to know in order to analyze 
and interpret how Victor and Tim, or any music teacher and administrator, will or should 
respond. Likewise, the concept of “build the program”—similar to terms that occur in the 
rubric such as “frequent” and “successful”—has no quantitative number established; 
therefore, any goal set would again be a result of interpretation of “successful” or 




educator may deem the discussion irrelevant and ineffective, resulting in a lack of change 
in their teaching and professional growth (Guerra, 2014). Though the concept of building 
the program accounted for a significant portion of the dialogue during his feedback, it 
may have had no impact on Tim’s ability to become (or be labeled) a highly effective 
teacher or to improve his instructional abilities because the feedback of increasing student 
enrollment does not directly address what needs to be done pedagogically to become a 
highly effective teacher.  
Another example of the influence of Discourse was present within the context of 
the post-observation conference of Veronica and Ted. For example, in the section of 
dialogue where Ted discussed the value of structure, he implied that his figured world of 
a band director or a successful teacher included a more structured style than that of his 
own. Likewise, Veronica was influenced by her own figured world as evidenced by her 
opposing views of what Ted’s classroom structure should be. Veronica shared her 
perspective on what the “epitome” of teaching was to her and that structure, particularly 
the type Ted suggested, differed from his idea. To her, getting kids hooked and keeping 
them hooked was not just important; it was essential. She suggested that student rapport 
and knowing students was more important—more valuable than say pedagogy, planning, 
or other areas of the rubric. As the analyst, I must assume that this is a part of her 
Discourse and figured world of a highly effective teacher in that she gave rise to the 
actions and interactions of a highly effective teacher. Although the rubric aligns all areas 
of evaluation equally within the rubric, Veronica’s Discourse and figured world beliefs 




The discourse of the rubric presented an opportunity for the situated meaning of 
terms to influence the participants’ building of significance through language. For 
example, Victor implied that increasing the number of students who participate in the 
band program would be valuable and referenced Domain 4 of the rubric. Given that the 
document for evaluation is not subject-specific, Victor’s interpretation seems to be 
subject-specific because the same interpretation would not necessarily be true of a math 
class where smaller class sizes may be deemed valuable and a sign of success, making 
this interpretation and dialogue specific to this particular context or situation. 
The data includes the discourse (language) of the rubric, and the discourse of both 
the administrator and band director, within the Discourse of music teacher evaluation, 
within the Discourse of their particular school, within the Discourse of the school district, 
within the Discourse of the state which governs the discourse (written language) of the 
rubric and evaluation tools being used. Within the Discourse, the language of each 
participant was influenced by their figured world. 
The Building of Politics (Social Goods)  
Prior research indicated two purposes for teacher evaluation: to evaluate a 
teacher’s effectiveness and developing a teacher’s craft (Marzano, 2012). Evaluating a 
teacher’s effectiveness is also tied to a greater demand for teacher accountability and 
performance-based compensation, which makes the outcome of teacher evaluation a 
“situation where anything considered by a social group to be good, or worth having, is at 
stake” (Gee, 2011a, p. 118). The results of teacher evaluation are tied to teacher outcomes 




are most certainly considered worth having, and are consequently inherent social goods at 
stake.  
Although there is no implicit social good articulated within the discourse of the 
rubric, the politics of music teacher evaluation, as with any job evaluation, include an 
inherent good in that results and reputation are tied to income and job security for the 
teacher. The language of the rubric is intended to establish the normal, right, appropriate 
way things ought to be in order to be rated a highly effective teacher, an effective teacher, 
or one that needs improvement or is developing. However, the inclusion of a rating 
system that is tied to management decisions makes the outcome an implicit social good 
for the teacher. According to the district teacher evaluation policy documents, an 
unsatisfactory rating in any category would require the principal to initiate and implement 
a professional growth plan designed to assist the teacher in improving their performance. 
This status could be considered an undesirable social good, particularly because, 
according to the policy in place, failure to improve over a time period can result in being 
fired for just cause. The rating of “highly effective” could be deemed a social good if one 
interprets the rating as holding some type of high status; however, being an effective 
teacher, or even a developing teacher, does not keep the social good of a having/ keeping 
a job from being distributed to the teacher but does impact teacher salary level as it is 
currently tied to a monetary bonus offered by the state.  
The conversations during the observations revealed no specific dialogue 
addressing the high stakes nature of the evaluation. Instead, the dialogue focused more on 




In that vein, it is possible to interpret improvement in one’s craft as a social good at stake 
within the process; but, in this study, specific dialogue did not occur between the 
participants that clearly articulated the social goods at stake. It is unclear what either 
participant considered a social good based on the dialogue alone.  
The Building of Relationship 
In recent years there have been several studies related to the teacher–administrator 
relationship (e.g., Gonzales, 2014; Jones et al., 2011; Price, 2012). The primary focus of 
these studies was the connection between principals’ relationships with their teachers and 
how those relationships impacted the school culture. Jones et al. (2011) surmised that a 
positive the school culture, one which included open, friendly, and approachable work 
relationships and a positive job experience improved the principal–teacher relationship.  
Shields (2006) wrote, “Teaching must be built on relationships of respect and absolute 
regard. Leadership, therefore, must be built on the same foundation, modeling, 
encouraging, and demonstrating the importance of relationships and positive interactions” 
(p. 76).  
In this study, it was evident that the relationships had been built prior to the post-
observation conference, and that the language-in-use was a result of the already 
established relationship between the participants. For example, there were indications in 
the relationship between Veronica and Ted, particularly in the body language or non-
verbal communication, that positive relationship building had already occurred. Their 
mannerisms, facial expressions, tone of voice, posture, gestures, and eye contact all 




Tim and Victor’s interaction indicated a professional and tense relationship. Roles of 
authority or position were clearly articulated through the language or terms of respect in 
the dialogue as well as the nonverbal communication. For example, the positioning of the 
administrators behind their desks and the music educators in front of the desk during the 
post-observation conference reflected their positions or roles within the relationship. 
Furthermore, the steady eye contact in one dyad suggested mutual interest and 
engagement while the other suggested disinterest or an uneasiness in the relationship or 
task at hand. Yet, the level of communication differed greatly, which may have been a 
result of the supervisory styles of the administrators.  
An additional conclusion is that supervisory style may have shaped the 
conversation style and also seemed to reflect the type of relationship built. According to 
Rai (2018), an administrator’s supervisory or leadership style can play a substantial role 
in the building of the relationship he or she has with teachers. In this study, in the dyad 
that reflected a tense, distant relationship, the conversation was more of a one-sided 
diatribe with little to no exchange of information or discussion. Alternatively, the dyad 
that reflected a friendly, yet respectful relationship had much more of a two-way dialogue 
with much sharing and discussion of information. Rather than the catalyst for building or 
destroying relationships, the language-in-use in the post-observation conferences in this 
study seemed to be more of a result of a combination of interactions and understandings 
prior to the post-observation conference. 
In this context, the participants’ figured worlds defined the job/role of a band 




also defined typical or normal behaviors and actions in a band room rehearsal. While 
band directors fit the typical definition of a teacher by providing instruction in a 
classroom setting, others may argue that they are different from their idea of a “regular” 
classroom teacher based upon their figured-world ideas. Gee wrote, “We use words based 
on … typical stories unless something in the context makes us think the situation is not 
typical” (p. 169). In this study, the band directors participated in a teacher evaluation 
process intended to evaluate classroom teachers. The discourse of the participants may 
have been affected if either of the participants’ figured worlds did not accept the role of 
band director to be considered a typical teacher, although the discourse of the rubric did 
not make such a distinction. 
Implications 
The results of this study made it evident that some of the concerns that, according 
to previous research, music educators hold regarding music teacher evaluation could be 
resolved through better, more specific communication or through the development of a 
clear understanding of the beliefs and perceptions individuals carry into the process with 
them. Nonverbal interaction between supervisor and subordinates gave evidence of 
imbalanced relationship and power as suggested in the study by Brown (2014). 
According to Gee, any such imbalance can affect the interpretation of any discourse. 
Inequalities implied by nonverbal behaviors may have affected the reception of the 
feedback as in the case of Victor and Tim, for example. The interpretation of the rubric 
and the theory of what was appropriate classroom structure as mentioned between Ted 




music teachers could be reduced through clearly defined tasks, specification of the 
information exchanged within the process, and a unified understanding of the 
significance of the evaluation and the social goods. Likewise, perceived effectiveness of 
the feedback, such as between Victor and Tim, and an increased confidence in the 
validity of the rating could be improved by the same actions. A healthy communication 
climate and open communication can improve employee efficacy and retention (Fugate et 
al., 2012; Gonzalez, 2014; Rai, 2018). Therefore, administrators should work to develop 
the relationships with teachers and work to create a positive school culture. In addition, 
creating the ideal music teacher evaluation process, one that serves as a tool for the 
improvement of a music teacher’s pedagogical skills and offers an accurate 
representation of the teacher’s performance ability at a level that is valued by all parties. 
Many evaluation processes include a pre- and post-observation conference 
opportunity. It was evident, based on the dialogue examined in this study, that any 
discussion between the participants related to aspects of the evaluation process prior to 
the evaluation taking place did not produce a shared understanding in these areas. 
Evaluators and music educators should consider developing a shared understanding of the 
expectations outlined in the language of the rubric (discourse), how the interpretation of 
that language applies to the music classroom (figured worlds), and how those combined 
elements form the expectations of the individuals completing the assessment or 
performing the actions in the classroom (Discourse). Music educators should make use of 
the pre-observation conference or initiate a conversation prior to the observation to 




rubric, then the two should discuss any differences that emerge from that conversation. A 
shared understanding of the language of the rubric and what that looks like in music 
classrooms is essential to the evaluation process because it directly impacts the outcome 
(rating) and feedback (dialogue) of the post-observation conference. 
Professionals in charge of the development of teacher evaluation rubrics should 
consider the appropriateness of current rubrics to the work of music educators. In this 
study, the discussion during one of the post-observation conferences concerned growth of 
the band program and the fourth domain of the rubric was referenced. However, growth 
of a program would not have been applicable to a math teacher or a kindergarten teacher, 
yet the same rubric is used. Similarly, the reference suggested by the evaluator pointed to 
community involvement, which could limit the possibility of content teachers to earn a 
highly effective rating in such categories. Alternatively, professionals might consider 
developing documents that outline and detail how the discourse of the rubric translates to 
observable actions in the music rehearsal. If not already in place, training for evaluators 
might include practice in evaluating both content areas and art areas or other subject 
specific content prior to evaluations being completed.  
In this study, the relationships between Tim and Victor versus Ted and Veronica 
were very different, although their roles as music teacher and evaluator were the same. 
Tim and Victor’s relationship reflected a more one-way discourse type of conversation 
while Ted and Veronica’s exchange was much more cooperative and two-way. 
Researchers have indicated that communication and relationship building are important 




2006; Blumberg, 1974; Brown, 2014; Carlson, 2013; Doerksen, 2006). As such, open 
communication and dialogue can contribute to building music educators’ confidence in 
the structure and flow of the process. Such confidence can lead to improved perception 
and reception of feedback for the music educators. Likewise, open communication and 
dialogue can help evaluators provide relevant, useful feedback to help music educators 
improve pedagogical skills and ultimately provide a more accurate representation of the 
music educator’s ability to perform their job.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
Several researchers (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Danielson, 2011; Darling-
Hammond, 2013; Hill & Grossman, 2013; Marzano, 2012) pointed to concerns among 
music educators surrounding the music teacher evaluation process. Based on the 
definitions of communications as articulated by Alberts et al. (2012), Mallet-Hamer 
(2005), and Dainton & Zelly (2011), communication is a primary element within the 
music teacher evaluation process. Based on this study of communication in the music 
teacher evaluation process and previous studies, I offer some recommendations for future 
research and to the profession.  
The interpretation of the rubric, as it was applied in this study, produced a post-
observation discussion that would not necessarily apply in core classes. Similarly, the 
music rehearsal setting differs greatly from what might be observed in a general music 
classroom. Therefore, I recommend that future researchers investigate how the 
expectations of actions in a general classroom (based on the interpretation of the rubric) 




rehearsal classroom. Administrators must apply the same rubric to all teachers. As Hill 
and Grossman (2013) implied, the present systems ask us to believe that teaching 
kindergarten requires the same set of practices and knowledge needed to teach high 
school algebra and, in this case, instrumental music rehearsal classes. Therefore, an 
exploration into how the expectations of actions of general music teachers or non-
instrumental music teachers, such as chorus, would provide an additional glimpse into the 
discourse surrounding the use of generic rubrics for music teacher evaluation. 
The supervisory styles of the administrator participants in this study differed 
greatly. If supervisory style or communication style creates tension in the relationship 
between music educators and their evaluators, it is possible that participants can become 
hesitant in exchanging dialogue and giving or receiving feedback. As a result, any 
feedback received from the evaluator may be perceived as ineffective. Because it is 
important for both parties to have the ability to listen and discuss in order to 
communicate effectively, awareness of the influence supervisory style or communication 
style may have on communication could help promote more effective feedback. 
Therefore, I recommend future studies exploring the effect of supervisory style, or 
communication style, on the perception of the feedback given in the post-observation 
exchange between music educators and their evaluators. 
In this study, the social goods at stake were implied but not directly discussed by 
the participants. Without the obvious discussion, it is impossible to know whether or not 
what was at stake was given or withheld. Therefore, I suggest future research include an 




teacher evaluation process. 
Researchers who wish to build on and extend this study might consider including 
more pairings, different ensembles, different specialty subjects (e.g. Physics, Algebra, 
Foreign Language), or perhaps compare similar levels. For example, a researcher may 
choose to examine more dyads or include instrumental music classrooms as well as vocal 
music classrooms. Researchers may choose to duplicate this study but take one extra step 
by gathering the results of the final summative observation and comparing it to the 
feedback given in the post-observation conference. Researchers may wish to consider 
being a part of the entire process—the pre-observation conference and the post-
observation conference—and gaining access to the final rating to analyze the 
communication throughout the entire evaluation process. Ultimately, future researchers 
could add to the understanding of how the language of generic rubrics apply to music 
classrooms through gathering the interpretations of music educators.  
Although teachers of general music, chorus, guitar, and other music ensembles 
could have been included in this study, the focus of this study is limited to instrumental 
music teachers where the setting and pedagogical methods are similar. This study focuses 
on the interaction between the instrumental music educators and evaluator participants 
who may or may not have previously evaluated the music teacher in prior years. This 
study did not address issues of the quality of the music programs, grade levels taught, or 
the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of the evaluation instrument. That said, the analysis of 
the written discourse of the evaluative rubric and the dialogue that occurs between the 




to include all music teachers and all music content areas. Reoccurring themes, or 
concepts could be examined, and similarities and differences described. 
Conclusion 
The purpose of this study was to analyze and describe the communication that 
occurred in the post-observation conference in the music teacher evaluation process. In 
doing so it became evident that effective communication is a key element that impacts 
how information is received and acted upon in the music teacher evaluation process. All 
forms of communication—how something is said, how what is said is interpreted, and the 
openness of one to receive the message conveyed—impacts the effectiveness of what is 
communicated. Both teachers and evaluators have a stake in the music teacher evaluation 
process that requires effective communication. Therefore, thoughtful consideration and 
enlightened understanding can elucidate and eliminate some of the concerns raised in the 
previous research surrounding music teacher evaluation.  
Prior research has indicated that music educators expressed tension, hesitancy, 
and uncertainty in the evaluation process, citing concerns such as the utilization of a “one 
size fits all” approach, a lack of subject specific observation instruments, and unspecified 
definitions of terms such as “effectiveness” and “performance” as some of the reasons for 
music teacher evaluation being deemed meaningless or unfair. Effective communication 
can help develop trusting relationships and eliminate uncertainty. Trusting relationships 
can promote less tension and more ease in the discussions between evaluators and music 
educators. Ultimately, enacting respectful and trusting behaviors surrounding the 









APPENDIX A: PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 
 
Protocol Title: The Nature and Substance of Communication in Music Teacher 
Evaluation 
Principal Investigator: Sheila J. Harris 
Description of Subject Population: Music Ensemble Directors and evaluating 
administrators 





Please read this form carefully.  The purpose of this form is to provide you with 
important information about taking part in a research study.  If any of the statements or 
words in this form are unclear, please let us know. We would be happy to answer any 
questions. 
 
If you have any questions about the research or any portion of this form, please ask us.  
Taking part in this research study is up to you.  If you decide to take part in this research 
study, we will ask you to sign this form.  We will give you a copy of the signed form. 
 
The person in charge of this study is Sheila Harris.  Ms. Harris can be reached at 404-
509-0085 or sharris@bu.edu.   The faculty advisor for this study is Dr. Manny Brand. Dr. 
Brand can be reached at 936 652-2739 or mbrand@sfasu.edu. We will refer to this 
person as the “researcher” throughout this form.  
 
Why is this study being done? 
 
The purpose of this study is to examine and describe the communication that occurs 
within the context of the music teacher evaluation process.  
 
We are asking you to take part in this study because you are a music ensemble director or 
the evaluator of one who has agreed to participate.  
 
About four subjects will take part in this research study at Boston University. 
 






How long will I take part in this research study? 
 
We expect that you will be in this research study during the 2018-19 school year only.  
During this time, we will ask to make one classroom observation visit and one post-
observation conference visit at your school.  
 
What will happen if I take part in this research study? 
  
If you agree to take part in this study, we will ask you to sign the consent form before we 
do any study procedures. 
 
Study Visit 1 
  
Visit 1 will take about 45-120 minutes to complete.  At this visit, participants will be 
asked to do the following procedures: 
• Teach/observe a regular class rehearsal/lesson. During this time the researcher will 
video record the activities of the teacher and take field notes.  The evaluator will be 
asked to simultaneously evaluate the lesson using the teacher evaluation rubric in 
place. 
• If time allows, participants will then be asked to complete a post-observation 
conference during which time participants will be asked to dedicate approximately 
20-25 minutes to exchanging feedback and dialogue about the lesson that was 
observed. This session will also be videotaped.  





We would like to videotape you during this study.  If you are videotaped it will be 
possible to identify you in the video.   We will keep these files on a password-protected 
computer/locked file. The researcher will keep the key to the code in a password-
protected computer/locked file.  The recordings will be kept for one year. 
 
Do you agree to let us audio/videotape you during this study? 
 
______YES   ______NO  _______INITIALS 
 
 
How Will You Keep My Study Records Confidential? 
 
We will keep the records of this study confidential by storing them in a password 
protected computer/file. We will make every effort to keep your records confidential.  





The results of this research study may be published or used for teaching.  We will not put 
identifiable information on data that are used for these purposes. 
 
Study Participation and Early Withdrawal 
 
Taking part in this study is your choice.  You are free not to take part or to withdraw at 
any time for any reason.  No matter what you decide, there will be no penalty or loss of 
benefit to which you are entitled.  If you decide to withdraw from this study, the 
information that you have already provided will be kept confidential. 
 
Also, the researcher may take you out of this study without your permission.  This may 
happen because: 
• The researcher thinks it is in your best interest 
• You can’t make the required study visits 
• Other administrative reasons 
 
What are the risks of taking part in this research study? 
 
Loss of Confidentiality 
 
The main risk of allowing us to use and store your information for research is a potential 
loss of privacy.  We will protect your privacy by labeling your information with a code 
and keeping the key to the code in a password-protected computer. 
 
Are there any benefits from being in this research study? 
 
You may or may not benefit from taking part in this study.  Possible benefits include may 
include: 
• Participants can gain a better understanding of the teacher evaluation and 
assessment process 
• Participants can gain insight on their role within the teacher evaluation. 
• Participants can gain insight on the use of language in policy documents. 
• Others may benefit in the future from the information that is learned in this study. 
 
What alternatives are available? 
You may choose not to take part in this research study. 
 
Will I get paid for taking part in this research study?   
We will not pay you for taking part in this study. 
 
What will it cost me to take part in this research study? 





If I have any questions or concerns about this research study, who can I talk to? 
 
You can call us with any concerns or questions. Our telephone numbers are listed below:   
Sheila J Harris, 404-509-0085 sharris@bu.edu 
Dr. Manny Brand, 936 652-2739, mbrand@sfasu.edu 
 
If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or want to speak with 
someone independent of the research team, you may contact the Boston University IRB 
directly at 617-358-6115. 
 
Statement of Consent  
 
I have read the information in this consent form including risks and possible benefits.  I have 
been given the chance to ask questions.  My questions have been answered to my 









Signature of Subject  Date 
 
 
I have explained the research to the subject and answered all his/her questions.  I will 
give a copy of the signed consent form to the subject. 
 
________________________________________  























APPENDIX C: TEACHER EVALUATION CATEGORIES CHART
Teacher Category   Criteria   Comment  
 Category I 1–3 years  
New Teachers  
Teacher new to 
District  
Category II   4 or more teaching experience    
Category III   Received a D/NI or Unsatisfactory in a domain or competency but not overall Unsatisfactory    
Category IV   Struggling Teacher  (overall Unsatisfactory evaluation previous year)    
 Teacher Category and Observation Schedule   
Category   
&  
Authorized 





30 minutes plus  
  
  
Informal Observations  
(Unannounced)  









1 first semester &  
1 second semester  
1 first semester &  
1 second semester  
1st Semester & 
2nd Semester  




1  1 yearly  Annually  




1 first semester &  
1 second semester  
1 per domain that Receives 
D/NI or U or if multiple 
D/NI’s in multiple domains, 







2 first semester  
1 second semester  
1 per domain that receives  
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